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Abstract 
According to the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(OECD) (OECD, 2010), there is a global problem of labour market exclusion of 
people with disability, resulting in widespread dependence on social security systems 
and high rates of poverty and social exclusion (Saunders, 2007). A comparative 
analysis of countries revealed that Australia ranks 21st out of 29 OECD countries in 
employment participation rates for those with a disability (OECD, 2010). Australian 
Government policy has tended to focus on the supply-side of disability employment, 
through providing additional funding for disability employment services, training for 
people with disability, and welfare reforms, to encourage job search activities for 
those with disability deemed capable of working in the open labour market. 
Previous research investigating the demand-side of disability employment has 
revealed common employer concerns around the cost-benefit rationalisation of 
disability employment practices (Unger, 2002), and the types of organisational 
conditions that contribute to high job satisfaction (Hashim & Wok, 2014) and low 
turnover rates (Roessler, 2002) of people with disability. However there is a 
knowledge deficit associated with the motivations behind Australian organisations 
that currently employ people with disability and the legitimisation of disability 
employment practices at the nexus of the organisation, government and society. 
Therefore, the consistent gap between the supply and demand sides of disability 
employment has emerged as a social phenomenon that requires greater theoretical 
and empirical attention to inform the dynamics between government policy, 
organisational practices and societal expectations for the future of employment 
opportunities for people with disability. The aim of this research was to explore 
organisational mechanisms underlying the proactive employment of people with 
disability in Australia by addressing the guiding research question: 
How do Australian organisations adopt and sustain disability employment practices? 
 
Institutional Theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) and, in particular, Scott’s (2008b) 
Three Pillar conceptualisation of institutions, was chosen as the theoretical lens to 
guide the methodology and data analysis to explore how Australian organisations 
adopt  and  sustain  disability  employment  practices.     A  central  assumption  of 
Institutional Theory is that organisations are highly attentive to social and symbolic 
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pressures arising from their institutional environments (Meyer and Rowan, 1977), 
and organisational behavior occurs in response to such pressures (Scott, 1995; 
Suddaby, Seidl & Le, 2013). Based on this assumption, organisational behaviours 
that may appear non-rational within technical and economic realms may appear 
rational within the symbol realm of the institutional environment. 
Furthermore, as a knowledge deficit was found in the extant literature around 
disability employment with regard to the ways in which Australian organisations 
legitimise disability employment practices within their internal and external 
operating environments, a theoretical approach to explore the ways in which an 
organisation legitimises disability employment practices within their internal 
operating context and the wider social and political environment of disability 
employment in Australia was required. As Institutional Theory (Meyer & Rowan, 
1977) provides a framework to understand organisations as embedded in social and 
political environments, and the interplay of technical and resource demands with 
legitimacy concerns, this theory was deemed as useful to explore the mechanisms 
underlying the adopting and sustaining of disability employment practices within an 
Australian organisation that currently employs people with disability. 
Within Institutional Theory, legitimacy is viewed as a fundamental requisite for 
social order (Scott, 2008b). Legitimacy is conferred by the general perception, held 
by authorising agents, that the actions of an organisation are desirable, credible and 
understandable (Scott, 2000). Organisations seek legitimacy within institutional 
environments to ensure long-term survival and resources (Scott, 2008b). As a means 
to explore how organisations legitimise disability employment practices, the Three 
Pillar Framework (Scott, 2008b) provided a theoretical structure to analyse the 
mechanisms underlying the ways in which organisations align their activities with 
the socially constructed standards within their institutional environments. This 
framework was deemed useful for guiding the analysis of the current study because it 
informs understandings of how organisations legitimise the adoption of practices 
related to disability employment and how they align these practices with other 
organisational activities. 
Aligning with the critical realist paradigm that guided the current research, a 
qualitative embedded case study methodology (Yin, 2012) was chosen for the study, 
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as this method enabled a rich description of how disability employment practices are 
carried out within the organisational setting, and an explanation of how these 
practices are legitimised within existing organisational structures. The embedded 
case study method provided a useful basis to explain the complexity of disability 
employment as a social phenomenon, and provided the opportunity for multiple 
levels of analysis (Yin, 2012). 
The data was collected from a large Australian organisation, within the retail 
sector, that currently employs people with disability. Referred to as RetailCo 
throughout the thesis document, this organisation was chosen for its nested 
organisational structure. This type of organisational structure provided the 
opportunity for intra-organisational level analysis, as guided by the theoretical 
framework used in the research. Data was collected from representatives from the 
micro-level and meso-level of the case organisation through the use of semi- 
structured interviews. The analysis of the data was guided by the Three Pillar 
Framework (Scott, 2008b) and in particular by the underlying assumptions of the 
regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive elements (Scott, 2008b). 
The findings of the current research represented the practices and mechanisms 
underlying the ways in which organisational actors at the meso-level and micro-level 
of the organisation legitimise adopting and sustaining disability employment 
practices, within their internal and external operating environments. The relevant 
sources of legitimacy of disability employment were also identified. Furthermore, 
the findings revealed tensions experienced by organisational actors at the micro-level 
of analysis when legitimising disability employment practices within organisational 
contexts with high levels of efficiency and productivity demands. 
The current research addressed the current gaps in the knowledge-field of 
disability employment by using an organisational theory to explore the mechanisms 
that underlie disability employment within the Australian context and utilised an 
embedded case study methodology to provide a holistic view of the dynamics of 
these mechanisms that occur across and within levels of organisations. Implications 
of the current study for Australian organisations, the Australian Government, and 
Australians with disability, are also presented. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 
 
People with disability live within a pluralistic and political world and experience 
many hurdles to social and economic inclusion, often resulting in high levels of 
poverty (Saunders, 2007). Heightened awareness of the challenges faced by people 
with disability arose during the last century through awareness campaigns such as 
‘International Day of People with Disability’ (Australian Government Department of 
Social Services, 2015c) and the ‘Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities’ (Australian Human Rights Commission, 2015). These campaigns have 
placed disability at the centre of many social justice movements, government social 
policies, and political agendas (Beckett, 2006). The emancipation of those with 
physical disabilities has also been facilitated through legislation that increases 
accessibility to public spaces (Australian Human Rights Commission, 2012). Yet for 
many people with disability, employment opportunities are limited: this is not only 
due to manifestations of their impairment within workplaces, or by the systemic 
disadvantages experienced throughout their lives, but is also due to the lack of 
available employment opportunities for people with disability (Snyder, Carmichael, 
Blackwell, Cleveland, & Thornton, 2010). 
The consistent gap between the supply and demand sides of disability 
employment has emerged as a social phenomenon that requires greater theoretical 
and empirical attention to inform the dynamics among government policy, 
organisational practices and societal expectations for the future of employment 
opportunities for people with disability. The aim of the research was to explore 
organisational mechanisms underlying the proactive employment of people with 
disability in Australia. This chapter provides the background, rationale and scope of 
the research, definitions of key concepts, and an outline of the broader thesis. 
Background and Rationale of the Research 
 
According to the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(OECD) (OECD, 2010), there is a global problem of labour market exclusion of 
people with disability, resulting in widespread dependence on social security systems 
and high rates of poverty and social exclusion (Saunders, 2007). A comparative 
analysis of countries revealed that Australia ranks 21st out of 29 OECD countries in 
employment participation rates for those with a disability (OECD, 2010). 
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Approximately one in five Australians, and 2.2 million individuals aged between 
15 and 64 years, report having a disability (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2012). In 
2012, 52.8 percent of these individuals of working age were participating in the 
workforce compared to 82.5 percent of working-age people without a disability 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2012). Of the people with a disability who were not 
employed, one in five, or 201,500 people with disability, had no employment 
restriction due to their impairment (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2012). 
Furthermore, people with a disability in Australia are exposed to a high level of 
poverty risk, evidenced by their low and falling levels of income which are more 
than one third lower than those of Australians without disability (OECD, 2010). 
The statistics presented above are not only concerning for people with disability 
who face a high risk of poverty and unemployment, but the persistent low workforce 
participation rate of people with a disability has become a priority for the Australian 
Government (Long, 2012). This is primarily due to the fiscal pressures on welfare 
payments arising from the aging population and its increasing reliance on 
government-funded services and the welfare system (Lantz & Marston, 2012). In 
response to these pressures, the Australian Government has reanalysed the 
structure of the welfare system (Cai, Vu, & Wilkins, 2007), which has subsequently 
led to an increase in the supply of job seekers from a previously untapped cohort: 
people with disability. 
Supply-side of disability employment 
 
Under the recent reforms of the Australian welfare payment structure, recipients 
of the Disability Support Pension (DSP) were encouraged, through a payment 
penalty system, to become more proactive in securing employment (Australian 
Government Department of Human Services, 2012; Carney, 2006; Humpage, 2007). 
Work capacity, which is the number of hours one is able to work, now forms the 
basis of determination of eligibility for the DSP (Australian Government Department 
of Human Services, 2012; OECD, 2010). Despite these reforms, the number of 
people receiving the DSP has not significantly reduced and further reforms to the 
eligibility for welfare payments for people with disability are currently being 
discussed (Australian Government Department of Social Services, 2014a). The 
major change suggested has been the renaming of the DSP to a Working Age 
Benefit, with different levels of income support determined by individuals’ working 
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capacity
1
. However, people with disability are not defined solely by the type of 
benefit for which they are eligible: systemic disadvantages are experienced by people 
with disability that may not affect their working capacity, but more accurately affect 
their ability to actually gain employment. Although welfare reforms may serve to 
reduce numbers of DSP recipients, they have simultaneously caused an increase in 
the supply-side of disability employment. 
Arguably these reforms have represented a conceptual shift in identity of people 
with disability from “being represented as ‘deserving’ of government support, to 
being included in the ever-expanding category of ‘undeserving citizen’ whose worth 
is validated primarily through labour market participation” (Lantz & Marston, 2012, 
p. 854). Changes in eligibility for the DSP have proven to be problematic for those 
affected because the unemployment benefit provides considerably less financial 
support than the DSP, and recipients of this allowance are required to enter a mutual 
agreement to actively job search (Australian Government Department of Human 
Services, 2012). Therefore, although people with disability have historically 
experienced a high risk of poverty (Saunders, 2007), changes to the eligibility for 
social security benefits, and a constant low demand by organisations for job seekers 
with disability, have significantly increased this risk. 
Demand-side of disability employment 
 
The demand side of disability employment refers to organisational strategies that 
encourage consideration of people with disability for vacant position within the 
company (Chan et al, 2010). According to previous research within the area of 
disability employment, the strategies undertaken by organisations can be influenced 
by an employer’s perceptions of the productivity and reliability of people with 
disability, the perceived suitability of current job vacancies for a person with 
disability, the adequacy of recruitment and selection procedures that will facilitate a 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1
The tiered working age payment is a means-tested payment for adults who are expected to work now or in the 
future. It should be the primary payment for people of working age, with three tiers to reflect the varying 
capacities of individuals. The Upper Tier should be for people with disability with a limited capacity to work of 
eight to 14 hours per week. The Middle Tier should be for people with moderate capacity to work 15 and 29 
hours per week. The Foundation Tier is for people with full capacity to work or study full time (Australian 
Government Department of Social Services, 2014a). 
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legitimate process that will withstand scrutiny under anti-discrimination legislation, 
the flexibility of the organisational structure to accommodate reasonable adjustments 
required by the person with disability, and the perceived organisational commitment 
to include disability as a target diversity group within their structure (Chan et al., 
2010). The diffusion and systemic embedding of disability employment practices 
within and across employment settings however has received little attention. The 
existing literature has tended to focus on separate disability employment practices 
across organisations and has emphasised the psychosocial and individual influences 
on these practices. 
There have been very few studies exploring disability employment from an 
organisational theory perspective, particularly within the Australian context, hence 
providing limited insight into the organisational perspective of disability employment 
within Australia. Although welfare reform changes have directly affected people 
with disability through regulatory changes, Australian organisations have not been 
directly affected by any legislative requirements to increase employment 
participation of people with disability. Furthermore, according to the latest 
Australian employment statistics (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2012), the 
employment participation rate of people with disability has not increased as a result 
of reform to the welfare system (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2012).  This 
suggests that these neo-liberal welfare reforms, emphasising mutual obligation 
activities to encourage people with disability to actively engage in job search and 
vocational training activities, have yet to effectively diffuse to the organisational 
demand side of employment opportunities for people with disability (Bill, Cowling, 
Mitchell & Quirk, 2006; Lantz & Marston, 2012; Noblet, Graffam & McWilliams, 
2008). 
However, according to trade publications, company website information and 
other publicly available organisational materials, there is evidence to suggest that a 
proportion of large employers in Australia do indeed employ people with disability. 
Insight into the mechanisms that underlie disability employment practices within 
Australian organisations that currently employ people with disability will inform 
systemic changes in organisational mechanisms that will lead to the concept of 
disability employment being an integrated and embedded organisational practice. 
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Furthermore, the complexity of understandings of disability coupled with the 
pluralistic nature of the governmental responses to people with disability looking for 
work in Australia, has highlighted tensions around disability employment that exist 
within the general operating environments of organisations. As a deficit of 
knowledge exists that explains how Australian organisations respond to these social 
pressures that exist outside the immediate operating environment, the current 
research explored how an Australian organisation that currently employs people with 
disability legitimises disability employment practices within and across the meso and 
micro levels of the organisation, and within the macro-level of the Australian social 
and political context of disability employment. The guiding research question of the 
current research was: 
How do Australian organisations adopt and sustain disability employment practices? 
 
Scope of the Research 
 
The Australian Context 
 
The Australian context was chosen for the current research due to the social, 
political and legislative context of disability employment which organisations 
operate. Australia has historically had a unique welfare system that, due to fiscal 
pressures of an aging population, has undergone neo-liberal reforms that have 
dramatically redefined eligibility conditions for welfare payments for people with 
disability and has resulted in an increased supply of job seekers with disability in the 
open labour market. Therefore, the Australian environment provides the context of 
low regulatory requirements for organisations to engage in disability employment 
practices within a labour market that has an increased representation of people with 
disability. The tensions between the supply and demand sides of disability 
employment therefore were more likely to be salient. 
Australia also has been proactive in promoting social and economic inclusion 
for people with disability. In Australia, the rights of people with disability within the 
workplace are protected by the Commonwealth Disability Discrimination Act 1992 
(DDA) (Australian Human Rights Commission, 2012). Furthermore, separate 
legislation exists in each State and Territory that regulates against discrimination 
against people with disability and regulates for Equal Employment 
Opportunities (EEO)  insofar  as  people  should  be  treated  based  on  merit  at  
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every  stage  of employment (Australian Government, 2015). Australia was also 
one of the first Western countries to enter into the United Nations Agreement on 
the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities in July 2008 and has 
therefore joined a global effort to promote equal and active participation of all 
people with disability (Harris, Owen, Fisher & Gould, 2014). Hence the Australian 
environment has been shown to be supportive of advancing the rights of people with 
disability. 
The current research focussed on disability employment practices within the 
open labour market. In Australia, the type of employment in which people with 
disability engage can be broadly categorised into two areas. Open employment is the 
term used to define paid employment within the open labour market. The conditions 
within the employment contract, such as wages and entitlements, are determined 
against the relative Awards or Agreements (Fair Work Commission, 2015). The 
other category of employment for people with disability is supported employment 
and is facilitated by Australian Disability Enterprises, previously referred to as 
sheltered workshops, or business services. These Australian Disability Enterprises 
are run according to a business model; however, they attract different government 
funding than is available to organisations in the open labour market that employ 
people with disability (Australian Government Department of Social Services, 
2015a). Although a valid and respected area of employment for people with 
disability that creates opportunities for social and economic inclusion, disability 
employment within the category of supported employment does not fall within the 
scope of this research. People who have acquired an injury or impairment within the 
workplace, are considered to be ‘returning to work’ and are therefore are also not 
within the scope of this research. 
Research Design and Methodology 
 
The stratified reality ontology (Bhaskar, 1993) of critical realism provided the 
research paradigm within which the underlying mechanisms of disability 
employment could be explained. Also aligning with the critical realist perspective, 
the qualitative case study methodology (Yin, 2012) was chosen for the research, as 
this method would provide a rich description of how disability employment practices 
appear within the organisational setting, and an explanation of how these practices 
are legitimised within existing organisational structures. The embedded case study 
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method provided a useful basis to explain the complexity of disability employment 
as a social phenomenon, and provided the opportunity for multiple levels of analysis 
(Yin, 2012). 
Exploration of disability employment practices and the underlying mechanisms 
that organisations use to adopt and sustain these practices provided a perspective on 
disability employment that has been lacking within the extant literature, insofar as 
this research has situated disability employment within the area of organisational 
theory. As a knowledge deficit was found in the extant literature around disability 
employment with regard to the ways in which Australian organisations 
legitimise disability employment practices within their internal and external 
operating environments, Institutional Theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) provided a 
framework to understand organisations as embedded in social and political 
environments, and the interplay of technical and resource demands with 
legitimacy concerns. 
A central assumption of Institutional Theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) is that 
organisations are highly attentive to social and symbolic pressures arising from their 
institutional environments (Meyer & Rowan, 1977), and organisational behaviour 
occurs in response to such pressures (Scott, 1995; Suddaby, Seidl & Le, 2013). 
Based on this assumption, organisational behaviours that may appear non-rational 
within technical and economic realms may appear rational within the symbol realm 
of the institutional environment.  Within Institutional Theory, legitimacy is viewed as 
a fundament requisite for social order (Scott, 2008b). Legitimacy is conferred by the 
general perception held by authorising agents that the actions of an organisation are 
“desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, 
values, beliefs, and definitions [institutional frameworks]” (Suchman, 1995, p. 
574). Organisations seek legitimacy within institutional environments to ensure 
long-term survival and resources (Scott, 2008b). 
As a means to explore how organisations legitimise disability employment 
practices, the Three Pillar Framework (Scott, 2008b) provided a theoretical structure 
to analyse the mechanisms underlying the ways in which organisations align their 
activities with the socially constructed standards within their institutional 
environments. According to Scott (2008b) three elements, or pillars, regulative, 
normative, and cultural-cognitive, underpin organisational activities and “provide 
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stability and meaning to social life” (p. 48).  Regulative elements stress rule-setting, 
monitoring and sanctioning activities as means of control, normative elements stress 
the importance of a prescriptive, evaluative and obligatory dimension to social life, 
and cultural-cognitive elements stress the importance of shared beliefs that are linked 
to cognitive schemas to provide templates or patterns of thinking, feeling and acting 
(Scott, 2008b; 2012). These elements are described in detail in Chapter Three. The 
Three Pillar Framework was deemed useful for guiding the analysis of the current 
study because the theoretical concepts inform understandings of how organisations 
legitimise the adoption of practices related to disability employment and how they 
align these practices with other organisational activities. 
The data was collected from an Australian organisation, within the retail sector, 
that currently employs people with disability. The retail sector is the fourth largest 
industry sector in Australia currently employing people with disability. The case 
organisation, (referred to as RetailCo because the organisation requested not to be 
named within the thesis document), is one of Australia’s largest retail organisations 
currently employing people with disability. This organisation was also chosen for its 
nested organisational structure, which provided the opportunity for intra- 
organisational level analysis, as guided by the theoretical framework used in the 
research. Data was collected from representatives from the micro-level and meso- 
level of the case organisation through the use of semi-structured interviews. 
The analysis of the data was guided by the Three Pillar Framework (Scott, 
2008b) and in particular by the underlying assumptions of the regulative, normative, 
and cultural-cognitive elements (Scott, 2008b). The findings represent the practices 
and mechanisms underlying the ways in which organisational actors at the meso- 
level and micro-level of the organisation legitimise the adopting and sustaining of 
disability employment practices, and the relevant sources of legitimacy identified 
within the data. This research has also contributed to the conversations within 
Institutional Theory by exploring an arguably non-rational, or non-instrumental, 
activity within an organisation’s technical environment, but which is deemed to be a 
legitimate organisational practice within the broader institutional environment 
encompassing government and social concerns. 
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Definitions of Key Concepts 
 
The terminology for five key concepts referred to within the current research 
may be subject to different interpretations. Therefore, the definitions of these terms 
as they are conceptualised within this study are presented. 
Adopting disability employment practices: Within the context of the research, the 
conceptualisation of the adoption of disability employment practices moves beyond 
the recruitment of one person with a disability within an organisation. The concept 
refers to the ongoing commitment to employ people with disability within the 
organisation. 
Disability employment practices: This term refers to the activities related to the 
recruitment of people with disability and the maintenance of their employment. 
Maintaining employment: This term refers to the ongoing employment of individual 
employees with disability. Maintaining employment of individuals is therefore 
different to sustaining disability employment practices. 
Mechanisms: Mechanisms are “a delimited class of events that alter relations among 
specified sets of elements in identical or closely similar ways over a variety of 
situations” (McAdam, Tarrow, & Tilly, 2001, p. 24) and focus attention on how 
effects are produced. 
Sustaining disability employment practices: Within the research, the 
conceptualisation of the sustaining of disability employment practices refers to the 
ongoing commitment of the organisation to sustain disability employment practices 
and therefore the ongoing recruitment and maintenance of employment opportunities 
for people with disability. 
Thesis Outline 
 
Chapter Two presents a synthesis of the literature relevant to the context of 
disability employment within the Australian context. Within this chapter, prominent 
models of disability that have guided understandings, legislations, and social policies 
within Australia are described within three overarching paradigms.  These paradigms 
- individual, social and economic - have been developed from the extant literature 
within  the  field  of  disability  studies  specifically  for  this  research  to  provide  a 
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conceptual  framework  from  which  disability  employment  within  the  Australian 
context may be understood. 
Chapter Three includes a review of the literature that has explored organisational 
disability employment practices. It is within this chapter that the research gap is 
highlighted and a discussion of the theoretical framework, Institutional Theory, and 
in particular Scott’s Three Pillar Framework (2008b) is presented. 
Chapter Four provides the research design and methodology. As previously 
discussed, a case study methodology was chosen for the research. Within this 
chapter, the rationale behind the purposeful stratified sampling strategy is presented, 
the data collection method of semi-structured interview is outlined, and an evaluation 
of the validity of the methodology is discussed. 
In Chapters Five, Six, Seven, and Eight, the findings from the Parent Company, 
Supermarket Business Unit, Hardware Business Unit, and a comparison of the 
different levels within the case organisation, are presented. Within each chapter, the 
analysis of the findings is discussed in terms of the Three Pillar Framework (Scott, 
2008b) and the ways in which the three institutional elements - regulative, normative 
and cultural-cognitive - underlie the aligning of disability employment practices with 
existing organisational structures and activities, and the rationalisation and 
legitimisation of disability employment practices. 
Chapter Nine presents the discussion of the findings of the research. Following 
the work of Scott (2008b), a discussion of the findings revealed in the previous four 
chapters is given to explain how organisations, at both the meso and micro levels, 
adopt and sustain disability employment practices as explained by Institutional 
Theory. A summary of the salient material practices revealed at both levels, and the 
underlying mechanisms are explained in terms of related concepts within 
Institutional Theory. The ways in which organisations, at the meso and micro levels, 
seek and confer the legitimacy of disability employment is also presented to answer 
the guiding research question of the research. This chapter also provides the 
conclusion to the thesis through a discussion of the implications of the research for 
organisations, government and society, theoretical contributions, limitations of the 
research, and recommendations for future research directions. 
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Chapter 2:  The Context of Disability Employment in Australia 
 
Disability employment encompasses the processes involved in allowing people 
with disability the same access to employment opportunities and working conditions 
as people without disability (Australian Government Department of Social Services, 
2015b). Although the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (DDA) (Australian Human 
Rights Commission, 2012) regulates discrimination against people with disability 
during the recruitment processes and within employment in Australia, Australian 
organisations are currently not required by legislation to actively seek people with 
disability as potential employees (Australian Human Rights Commission, 2012). 
Therefore, the Australian government, and the community more broadly, rely on 
organisations to respond proactively to the problem of low workforce participation of 
people with disability. Although the Australian government offers financial 
assistance and support through government funded programs, the problem of high 
unemployment of people with disability persists (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
2012). 
The aim of the current research was to explore how an Australian organisation 
that currently employs people with disability legitimises disability employment 
practices in order to gain an understanding of the mechanisms that contribute to the 
demand side of disability employment. To achieve this aim, it is first essential to 
identify how disability is defined and understood within the Australian context. This 
chapter provides a discussion of three general paradigms which frame and guide 
contemporary understandings of disability. The ways in which these paradigms 
guide and constrain the drivers of disability employment are also discussed. The 
chapter also provides an account of how these paradigms have affected the 
formulation of social policies affecting people with disability in Australia, including 
the welfare payment structure, and the government funded support available for 
those who are deemed to be able to work within the open labour market. This 
context is deemed critical as it demonstrates how welfare reforms and Australian 
government funded support for people with disability have focused on the supply 
side of disability employment, but have neglected the demand-side reflected in the 
creation of employment opportunities by Australian organisations. 
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Paradigms Informing Understandings of Disability 
 
Various models of disability have created juxtaposing distinctions between 
impairment and disability by conceptualising disability as a concern for either the 
individual or society (Pfeiffer, 2001). Furthermore, each of the models of disability 
has informed various government policies and collective understandings of 
disability in contemporary society (Pfeiffer, 2001; Vehmas & Mäkelä, 2008). Within 
this study, understandings of disability are framed by one of three general paradigms. 
These paradigms differ according to the degree to which they attribute the cause of 
disability to the individual and his/her impairment and functionality, or to the societal 
context in which the person with impairment functions. The paradigms also provide 
insight into the reasons why disability employment has emerged as a concern for 
both government and society. The following sections present an overview of the 
three paradigms: individual, social and economic; that serves to explain current 
directions in research, policy development and contemporary understandings of 
disability within society, and to uncover the social and governmental drivers of 
disability employment within the Australian context. 
The Individual Paradigm of Disability 
 
The individual paradigm of disability is underpinned by the idea of ‘personal 
tragedy’ (Oliver, 1986). From this perspective, impairment is intrinsically linked to 
the person insofar as the person becomes defined by their impairment, thus 
minimising the distinction between impairment and disability (Oliver, 1986). By 
viewing disability employment from this perspective, tensions experienced by people 
with disability when seeking employment, or indeed whilst working, can be 
understood. These tensions include stigma associated with particular impairments 
leading to marginalisation from the workforce or suboptimal economic participation, 
which then contributes to continued oppression through limited opportunities for 
social inclusion and poverty (Oliver, 1986). There are three models of disability that 
share the common perspective that disability resides within the individual and carries 
with it a degree of stigma or pathology. These models are the Moral Deviance 
Model, the Medical Model, and the Charity Model of disability. 
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The moral deviance model 
 
Early Western Judeo-Christian society conceptualised disability as a moral or 
spiritual punishment for previous sins (Clapton & Fitzgerald, 2005; Gleeson, 1997). 
People with disability were labelled deviant and dangerous, and linguistic 
conventions of disability included terms such as “mongoloid”, “moron” and 
“feebleminded” [sic]; terms which have now been almost eradicated from 
contemporary parlance (Oliver, 1986; Russell, 1998). However, the process of 
‘labelling’ remains a contentious issue. 
Up until the 1980s, a person with disability was commonly defined by their 
impairment and terms such as ‘handicapped’, ‘crippled’, and ‘mentally retarded’ 
[sic] were prevalent in formal and informal rhetoric within most Western societies 
(Smart, 2001). Changes to formal discourse and rhetoric within government 
policy, legislation, and formal social structures have reduced the derogatory 
representations of people with disability by ‘putting the person first’ (Smart, 2001), 
e.g. person with a physical impairment. However, this model may still influence 
informal rhetoric and attitudes towards people with disability, such as negative 
media portrayals of people with disability, or non-disabled individuals using 
derogatory labels to identify a person with disability (Deal, 2006; Susman, 1994). 
The use of derogatory terms and the continuation of ‘labelling’ discourses of 
disability contribute to the marginalisation of people with disability from mainstream 
society (Finkelstein, 1993). These paternalistic and oppressive beliefs and attitudes 
toward people with disability may manifest in different ways within the workplace. 
For example, an individual may feel they are ‘special’ or ‘gifted’ for ‘helping’ a 
person with disability in their job. Therefore, although this model is not overtly 
predominant within contemporary society, aspects of this model may still be 
recognised, and may perpetuate negative attitudes, perceptions and understandings of 
disability. 
The medical model 
 
As scientific knowledge developed, disability became scientifically and 
medically defined. The Medical Model of disability arose and has prevailed 
throughout every part of society (Smart, 2001). Disability from the medical model 
perspective is viewed as an individual problem insofar as a disease, injury, or other 
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health condition, causes disability, and functional limitations of the physical body 
(Pfeiffer, 2001). This model reflects a non-disabled view that ‘normal’ is perceived 
as being in control and self-disciplined, whereas disability limits one’s ability to 
shape and organise one’s world (Swain, French, & Cameron, 2003). 
According to the Medical Model, disabilities are closely linked with illness or 
disease, requiring professional assistance to cope with one’s impairment through 
medical or rehabilitation treatments, either in the short term or ongoing (Smart, 
2001). This model has provided a frame of reference for researchers, practitioners 
and, indeed society, which informs understandings of the levels of functioning that 
people with specific impairments may display in everyday activities and interactions. 
The model also legitimises the provision of specialised services, including education, 
housing, and employment, in order to support the ‘special’ needs of people with 
disability (Swain, et al., 2003). 
Furthermore, the Medical Model legitimises taxonomies of disabilities based on 
impairments that contribute to differences in attitudes, perceptions and 
understandings of disability. Disabilities may be categorised according to levels of 
severity: mild, moderate or severe; whether the impairment is congenital (present 
from birth or shortly after) or acquired, or if the impairment is visible or invisible to 
others (Smart, 2001). These categories not only reflect the individual’s health and 
capacity, but also generate varying responses from society and within the 
employment context (Oguzoglu, 2011). For example, congenital impairments have 
different implications for self-identity than acquired impairments (Shakespeare & 
Watson, 2001; Smart, 2001), and visible disabilities may trigger social responses, 
such as ‘labelling’, whereas individuals with invisible disabilities may choose not to 
disclose their impairment to others, thus conferring a normal status within 
relationships with others (Smart, 2001). 
The Medical Model has been criticised by people with disability and their 
advocates, as it has been used to legitimise derogatory and oppressive treatments of 
people with disability. An example is that the model has been used to legitimise the 
Eugenics movement within US society prior to World War I (Smith, 2008), the 
Nazi movement during World War II (Russell, 1998), and later, apparently, the 
legitimisation of abortion of disabled foetuses (Sharp & Earle, 2002) and sterilization 
of the intellectually disabled (Rhoades, 1995).  Furthermore, by viewing disability as 
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a ‘personal tragedy’ within the individual paradigm, understandings of disability 
have become intrinsically linked with charity, viewed by many as a means of 
oppression. 
The charity model 
 
Charities were formed to meet the unmet needs of the less prosperous members 
of society (Gleeson, 1997). As many people with disability have lived, and continue 
to live, in poverty (Palmer, 2011), charitable services and families provide some of 
the care and support that people with disability may require, but are unable to afford. 
The impetus for the charity model is based on the assumption that the State regards 
people with disability as a low priority and inadequate services are delivered to them 
within society (Beresford, 1996). From this perspective, pity, protection, and acts of 
charity are legitimised because people with disability find it difficult to meet the 
costs of basic needs, as they are economically constrained through minimal welfare 
assistance and low employment opportunities (Beresford, 1996). Therefore, the 
presence of charities perpetuates the understanding of social and economic 
dependence of people with disability on the ‘good deeds’ of non-disabled people 
(Gleeson, 1997). However, it may be argued that without increased economic 
participation of people with disability, the need for charity must be sustained. 
Disability employment in Australia within the individual paradigm 
 
Viewing disability employment within the individual paradigm highlights 
socially constructed pressures faced by people with disability, such as oppression, 
marginalisation, stigma and stereotyping, that may be present when seeking 
employment and within workplaces (Barnes, 2000), whilst legitimising the presence 
of charitable disability organisations and specialised employment services for people 
with disability. 
Oppression and marginalisation of people with disability is evident in the low 
employment participation rates of people with disability across most industrialised 
societies, including Australia (OECD, 2010). Furthermore, people with disability 
who are employed continue to experience oppression and marginalisation through 
low wages, suboptimal employment arrangements, and in many cases, limited 
opportunities for promotion and career advancement (Snyder, et al., 2010). 
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Stigma (Goffman, 1968) and stereotyping (Colella, DeNisi, & Varma, 1997) 
become apparent within encounters between people with disability and people 
without disability. For example, individuals have been found to exhibit favourable 
responses towards people with disability, such as work performance ratings (Stone & 
Colella, 1996) or avoidance of interaction due to feelings of discomfort or 
uncertainty (Susman, 1994). In efforts to avoid stigma within the workplace, many 
people with invisible impairments choose not to disclose their impairment to an 
employer (Dalgin & Bellini, 2008; Santuzzi, Waltz, Finkelstein, & Rupp, 2014). 
Non-disclosure of disability may result in negative psychological states, such as 
stress or depression for the individual with disability, and lost productivity and 
higher rates of turnover for the organisation (Santuzzi, et al. , 2014). 
By viewing disability as a ‘personal tragedy’ within the individual paradigm, 
practices and services, such as rehabilitation and other disability specialised services, 
and charities are legitimised according to an underlying assumption of social 
responsibility for the ‘deserving poor’. For example, the Australian Government 
contracts Disability Employment Service (DES) providers to assist employers to 
recruit and retain employees with disability, and assist people with disability to 
become job ready and to seek employment (Australian Government Department of 
Social Services, 2015b). These providers also provide training and on-the-job 
support for employees with disability, and training and advice for staff members of 
the employing organisation (Australian Government, 2012; Australian Government 
Department of Social Services, 2015b). The Australian Government also funds the 
National Disability Recruitment Coordinator (NDRC) to negotiate with large 
employers who employ more than 100 staff for ongoing employment opportunities 
for people with disabilities (Australian Government Department of Employment, 
2014; Workfocus Australia, 2012). The NDRC program encourages large employers 
to enter into an agreement to offer ongoing employment opportunities to people with 
disabilities (Australian Government, 2012). 
The presence of these legitimised practices, government funded services, and 
charitable disability organisations, arguably perpetuates the pressures of oppression 
and marginalisation experienced by people with disability. An alternative 
perspective that aims to address the critiques of the Medical Model, referred to in this 
study as the social paradigm, has influenced many governmental legislative changes 
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that recognise the civil rights of people with disability.  A discussion of the social 
paradigm, and the related models of disability, is now presented. 
The Social Paradigm of Disability 
 
Social constructivism is the epistemological basis, which underpins the social 
paradigm (Vehmas & Mäkelä, 2008). The underlying premise of social 
constructivism is the socially constructed attitudes and meaning attached to disability 
within a given context that creates barriers for inclusion, rather than the actual 
impairment (Galvin, 2004; Gannon & Nolan, 2007). Critics of the models of 
disability within the individual paradigm argue that people with disability have been 
subjected to ongoing oppression within society, legitimised throughout history by 
conceptualising impairment as a problem of the individual that needs to be treated by 
medical professionals and supported by the non-disabled (Shakespeare & Watson, 
2001). 
According to the social paradigm, the perception of permanent reliance on 
professionals compounds the oppression of people with disability and perpetuates the 
class distinction between them and the non-disabled population. Therefore the 
pressures of oppression and marginalisation of people with disability that emerge 
from the individual paradigm are addressed by re-defining disability in terms of 
impairment (Schur, Kruse, & Blanck, 2013). Such re-shaped definitions of 
disability, promoted by people with physical impairments and some disability 
advocacy groups, have driven legislative changes that protect the civil rights of 
people with disability. Legislations have facilitated more equitable access to social 
and economic spheres for those who experience limitations to participation in 
everyday activities. Two models informing the social paradigm are the Social Model 
and the Socio-Political Model. 
The social model 
 
The Social Model of disability was proposed as a tool to examine the disabling 
tendencies of society and to inform the adoption of inclusionary practices for people 
with disabilities (Barnes & Mercer, 2005; Beckett, 2006; Galvin, 2004).  This 
holistic model attends to the interrelationship between the barriers to social and 
economic inclusion across all areas of life, created by disabling attitudes and 
environments  (Terzi,  2004).    The  orthodox  view  of  the  Social  Model,  which 
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originated in the UK, conceptualises disability as a creation of the social environment 
in which a person with impairment lives, and argues for radical social change to 
eradicate disability. Therefore, according to the Social Model, disability results from 
societal oppression, marginalisation, and discrimination, and is therefore distinct 
from the person’s impairment (Oliver, 1996; Terzi, 2004). 
The core definition of the British social model originated from the Union of the 
Physically Impaired Against Segregation (UPIAS) document “Fundamental 
Principles of Disability” (Oliver, 1996): 
"In our view, it is society which disables physically impaired people. 
Disability is something imposed on top of our impairments by the way 
we are unnecessarily isolated and excluded from full participation in 
society" (p. 22). 
This model therefore expresses the perceptions of people with physical impairments 
who struggle to navigate their lives within a physically challenging social 
environment (Terzi, 2004). 
The conceptualisation of the Social Model stemmed from those with physical 
impairments who were confronted with predominantly physical barriers within their 
environments, which limited their social and economic inclusion within society 
(Barnes, 2000). This view has influenced legislation around accessibility for the 
physically impaired within public environments. However, some people with 
disability have criticised the Social Model as its premise appears to neglect certain 
impairments, and indeed does not give any account to the element of impairment 
(Shakespeare & Watson, 2001; Terzi, 2004). Bury (1996), in his criticism of the lack 
of acknowledgment of impairment in the Social Model states that “without some 
underlying initial problem, social responses would, so to speak, have nothing to 
respond to” (p. 30). Therefore the Social Model may over-socialise and improperly 
generalise the causal link between society and disability and disregards those 
impairments that require ongoing treatment, diagnosis and rehabilitation for health 
reasons (Shakespeare & Watson, 2001). 
The socio-political model 
 
The fundamental concepts of the Social Model, such as the influence of socially 
constructed factors that perpetuate oppression of people with disability, have been 
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encapsulated within the Socio-Political Model (Hahn, 1993), but have been 
approached from a civil-rights perspective by conceptualising people with disability 
as a minority group in society (Hahn, 1993; Mitra, 2006). In order to address the 
issue of oppression experienced by people with disability under the individual 
paradigm, the civil rights (Russell & Malhotra, 2002) and oppressed minority (Hahn, 
1993) perspectives of disability have informed social policy and legislation around 
anti-discrimination and physical accessibility within social and economic spheres. 
The underlying premise of these perspectives is that the inability of people with 
disability to fully participate in social and economic spheres results, not solely from 
their impairment, but from societal factors that systemically operates to exclude 
participation (Barnes, 2000). These social factors may be architectural or attitudinal 
and people with disability are likely to face discrimination and oppression within 
every facet of their lives, due to these barriers perpetuated by society (Pfeiffer, 
2001). The civil rights and minority perspectives have legitimised the passing of 
anti-discrimination legislation, aimed at addressing negative behaviours toward 
people with disability, creating opportunities for access to social and economic 
environments, and generally protecting the civil rights of people with disability in 
many industrialised countries, including Australia. 
Disability employment in Australia within the social paradigm 
 
In Australia, the rights of people with disability within the employment context 
are covered by the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (DDA) (Australian Human 
Rights Commission, 2012). This legislation defines disability in terms of the type of 
impairment and is deliberately broad in order to ensure that the legislation provides 
protection for all Australians against discrimination within the workplace, education, 
access to premises, goods, services and facilities, and accommodation. The 
definition of disability under this Act is presented in Table 2.1. The DDA was 
amended in 2009 to include the concept of reasonable adjustment for people with 
disability within the workplace. 
Reasonable adjustments are changes to the work environment, work processes, 
practices or procedures that enable a person with disability to perform their role in a 
way that minimises the impact of their impairment (Australian Human Rights 
Commission, 2014). When organisations facilitate reasonable adjustments, or 
workplace accommodations or modifications, the employee with disability is allowed 
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to perform the inherent requirements of their role and maximise productivity, whilst 
experiencing equitable terms and conditions of employment. Furthermore, the 
inclusion of reasonable adjustments within the DDA legislation facilitates equal 
opportunity for people with disability in the recruitment process, promotion 
opportunities and ongoing career development (Australian Network on Disability, 
2014a). 
While the DDA falls under Commonwealth legislation, each State and Territory 
in Australia has additional legislation relating to disability (Australian Human Rights 
Commission, 2014). For example, within the State of Queensland, under anti- 
discrimination laws, employers must offer equal employment opportunities (EEO) 
insofar as people should be treated on their merits at every stage of their 
employment. This process includes the stages of recruitment and interview process, 
promotion, training and development opportunities, and resignation, retrenchment or 
redundancy (Queensland Government, 2014). 
Current legislation aims at levelling the field for people with disability within 
the recruitment process and employment cycle. For example, anti-discrimination 
legislation attends to the concerns of stigma and stereotyping apparent within the 
individual paradigm, and the inclusion of reasonable adjustments within legislation 
enables barriers to employment caused specifically by a person’s impairment to be 
significantly reduced to allow equal employment opportunities and career 
development for people with disability. However the State’s involvement in 
disability employment extends further than enacting legislation. 
Government social policies are formulated according to societal objectives or 
goals regarding foreign affairs, meeting the needs of citizens during major life cycle 
changes, the promotion of social cohesion, and economic participation for all citizens 
(Drake, 1999). The impetus for governments to implement or change social policies 
arise from external pressures from groups within the society driving social issue 
agendas in response to local and global economic fluctuations (Long, 2012), and 
advice from international bodies such as the OECD (OECD, 2010). Recent attempts 
at social welfare reform are an example of a social policy arena that has received 
significant attention in Australia (Lantz & Marston, 2012). Such welfare reform 
measures can be understood within the economic paradigm. 
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The Economic Paradigm of Disability 
 
Understandings of the concept of disability have historically been linked to 
the inability to engage in paid work (Barnes, 1999; Kimberlin & Ager, 2009). Pre- 
industrialised society engaged people with disability in activities that were necessary, 
but were within the capabilities of the individual (Russell & Malhotra, 2002). People 
with disability were part of the community in which they lived: members of the 
family and the community supported them socially and economically (Gleeson, 
1997; Russell & Malhotra, 2002; Smart, 2001). However with the growth of the 
capitalist society and neo-liberalism (Hartman, 2005), the nature of work changed 
dramatically, and people with disability increasingly became regarded as 
unproductive and incapable (Jongbloed, 2003). By defining disability according to 
the capacity to work within the market economy, those who were unable to work 
became a ‘cost burden’ to mainstream society (Hahn, 1985). 
Within the economic paradigm sits the Economic Model of disability which is 
the dominant model used for social policies surrounding disability, for example 
welfare policies, and underlies the conceptualisation of disability as a socio- 
economic problem (Bickenbach, 1993). 
The economic model 
 
The definition of disability underpinning the Economic Model is the degree to 
which the impairment affects a person’s ability to earn a living (Bickenbach, 1993). 
Essentially, if the impairment requires a person to have some special adaption to 
work, or if the impairment reduces a person’s productivity, a work-related disability 
exists (Hahn, 1993). Furthermore, the model also assesses the economic 
consequences of a person’s productivity for the individual, employer, and State. 
These consequences include reduced or loss of earnings for the individual, lower 
profit margins for the employer, and welfare payments met by the State. 
The Economic Model primarily informs the distribution of welfare payments to 
those who are unable to participate in work (Bickenbach, 1993). Critics of this 
model view the market economy as the causal link between economic processes and 
the oppression of people with disability (Charlton, 2006). Oliver (1986), for example, 
argues that oppression stems from the ideology of normality, which is attributed to 
the rise of capitalism wherein a person’s value is defined by their capacity to be 
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productively employed. The concept of disability was produced by dominant groups 
within the capitalist society through the construction of able-bodied and able-minded 
individuals who are productive workers, as opposed to those who were unable to be 
included in this category, and subsequently termed disabled (Connell, 2011). This 
conceptualisation of people with disability as unproductive members of society is 
perpetuated by discriminatory and oppressive social structures (Hahn, 1985; Russell 
& Malhotra, 2002). 
 
Disability employment in Australia within the economic paradigm 
 
The view of people with disability as being unproductive and unable to 
participate in employment activities underpinned the formation of Australia’s unique 
social security system. At the turn of the 20
th 
Century, Australia did not have a 
social security system, and relief for those in need came from charities and volunteer 
organisations (Carney & Hanks, 1994). It was not until 1909 that the Invalid Pension 
was introduced for those who had a total and permanent incapacity to work, and 
those who were permanently blind (Carney & Hanks, 1994). This benefit was 
viewed as a ‘safety net’ for those who were unable to access the labour market 
(Carney & Hanks, 1994). In 1944, following World War II, further welfare 
payments were made available for people who were temporarily incapacitated for 
work through illness, and for those who were unemployed (Watts, 1987). These 
welfare payment arrangements, with some variations, remained part of the Australian 
social security system until 1991 (Carney & Hanks, 1994). 
In 1991, following the sustained increase in the number of recipients of the 
Invalid Pension during the 1980s, a review of the Social Security System (The Cass 
Report) was performed (Carney & Hanks, 1994). The impetus for the review of the 
Invalid Pension arose from the need to “encourage greater participation in the labour 
market and to reduce dependency on long-term income support” (Carney & Hanks, 
1994, p. 192). The Invalid Pension was renamed as the Disability Support Pension 
(DSP) and eligibility for the payment was reviewed. The focus of the review for 
eligibility for the pension was based on a person’s continuing inability to work due to 
a physical, intellectual or psychiatric impairment for a period in excess of two years 
(Carney & Hanks, 1994). Eligibility also hinged on whether it could be shown that a 
person’s inability to work flowing from the impairment was unlikely to be affected 
by education or training.  ‘Work’ was defined as employment for at least 30 hours 
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per week at award wages (Carney & Hanks, 1994). These changes to eligibility 
requirements for the DSP were legislated under Section 94(1) of the Social Security 
Act 1991 (Australian Government Department of Human Services, 2012) (see Table 
2.1). 
The changes to the eligibility for the DSP was the first indication of the 
influence of the Economic Model of disability underpinning welfare reforms and 
social policies whereby ability, or indeed the inability, to undertake paid work 
determined eligibility for welfare payments, rather than the nature of the disability or 
impairment. Despite these reforms, there was an indication that social welfare for 
people with disability was firmly embedded within the framework of the Australian 
government as the number of recipients of DSP continued to rise (Carney, 2006). 
However by 2005, pressures associated with an increasing number of disability 
support pensions granted (Cai, et al., 2007; McVicar & Wilkins, 2013), and the 
looming implications of an aging workforce on the allocation of welfare payments 
(Long, 2012), arose as threats to the framework of the Australian welfare system. In 
response to these threats, the OECD has guided Australia, and its other member 
countries, to address welfare issues through neo-liberal welfare reforms (OECD, 
2010). An example was the “Welfare to Work Package”, introduced in 2006 which 
formed the basis for Australia’s welfare reform measures (Carney, 2006; Grover & 
Soldatic, 2012). 
It was at this time that the Economic Model became most evident within the 
welfare reform agendas (Carney, 2006). The 2006 reforms were not limited to the 
unemployed but extended to recipients of Parenting Payment, mature age Newstart 
Allowance, and Disability Support Pension (DSP) (Australian Government 
Department of Human Services, 2012; Carney, 2006; Humpage, 2007). A greater 
emphasis on work capacity, which is the number of hours one is able to work, 
formed the basis of determination of eligibility of certain welfare benefits, including 
the DSP (Australian Government Department of Human Services, 2012; OECD, 
2010). Also within the welfare reform measures rolled out in 2006, the eligible 
hours required to work were dramatically reduced from 30 hours to 15 hours per 
week (Grover & Soldatic, 2012). This meant that many Australians, who could 
reasonably work between 15 and 30 hours per week, either due to their impairment, 
or the nature of available work, would no longer be eligible for the DSP.  Instead 
  
Table 2.1 
Definitions of Disability within Australian Legislation 
 
Disability Discrimination Act (1992) and 
  Disability Discrimination and Other Human Rights Legislation Bill (2009)   
Social Security Act (1991) 
Prohibits discrimination of people with disability in the workplace, education, 
access to premises, goods, services and facilities, and accommodation. 
Amendment provides explicit and positive duty to make reasonable adjustments 
for people with disability 
Provides guidelines for eligibility for Disability Support Pension 
Disability, in relation to a person, means: 
a) total or partial loss of the person’s bodily or mental functions; or 
b) total or partial loss of a part of the body; or 
c) the presence in the body of organisms causing disease or illness; or 
d) the presence in the body of organisms capable of causing disease or 
illness; or 
e) the  malfunction,  malformation  or  disfigurement  of  a  part  of  the 
person’s body; or 
f) a disorder or malfunction that results in the person learning differently 
from a person without the disorder or malfunction; or 
g) a disorder, illness or disease that affects a person’s thought processes, 
perception of reality, emotions or judgment or that results in disturbed 
behaviour; 
and includes a disability that: 
h) presently exists; or 
i) previously existed but no longer exists; or 
j) may exist in the future (including because of a genetic predisposition 
to that disability); or 
k) is imputed to a person. 
 
To avoid doubt, a disability that is otherwise covered by this definition 
includes behaviour that is a symptom or manifestation of the disability. 
Eligibility for Disability Support Pension if the person is: 
a) aged between 16 years of age and Age Pension age 
b) meet the residence requirements 
c) meet the income and assets tests for your situation 
and 
d) are permanently blind, or 
e) re assessed as having a physical, intellectual or psychiatric 
impairment 
and 
f) re unable to work, or be retrained for work, for 15 hours or more 
per week at or above the relevant minimum wage within the next 2 
years because of your impairment 
and 
g) have actively participated in a Program of Support 
 
 
Impairment means a loss of functional capacity affecting a person’s 
ability to work that results from the person’s condition. 
Source: Adapted from: Australian Government Department of Human Services. (2012). Eligibility for Disability Support Pension. Canberra: Commonwealth Australia Retrieved 
from http://www.humanservices.gov.au/customer/services/centrelink/disability-support-pension; Australian Human Rights Commission. (2012). A brief guide to the Disability 
Discrimination Act. Retrieved from https://www.humanrights.gov.au/our-work/disability-rights/guides/brief-guide-disability-discrimination-act 
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they would receive the ‘looking for work’ allowance (Newstart Allowance), and be 
required to enter a mutual obligation agreement to actively seek employment. 
Penalties associated with failure to comply with prescribed activities resulted in 
increased stress to those with disability (Soldatic, 2011). 
The Australian government’s intention for the above welfare reform, 
underpinned by the Economic Model, was to transform the disability benefit 
system into an active labour market program with the primary focus to increase 
employment of people with disability and reduce welfare dependency and thus 
reduce the risk of long-term poverty (Long, 2012). Despite this intention, the 
number of DSP recipients have continued to increase (McVicar & Wilkins, 
2013), and it has been argued that an unintended consequence of these reforms 
has been that people with disability have been forced into exploitive low paid work 
(Soldatic & Pini, 2009), or indeed further into the poverty cycle (Soldatic & 
Chapman, 2010). 
As a consequence of these welfare reforms, the landscape of disability 
employment has seen a change of emphasis from focussing on the rights and needs 
of people with disability to a primary focus characterised by a neo-liberal emphasis 
of mutual obligation: rights must equal duties (Soldatic & Pini, 2009). Although the 
concept of mutual obligation - rights must equal duties - may appear on the surface 
as a fair system, meeting obligations has become problematic for those who are still 
unable to secure employment (Meekosha & Soldatic, 2011). 
In addition to welfare reforms, the Economic Model legitimises government 
financial incentives to employers to encourage the recruitment of people with 
disability. Employers are eligible to access funds for workplace modifications and 
accommodations, and may legally pay the employee with disability, if eligible for the 
DSP, a Supported Wage, which is determined by the percentage of actual 
productivity (Australian Government, 2012). Financial incentives are also available 
in the form of Wage Subsidies to assist with additional training costs within the first 
six months of employment. Therefore, the Australian Government invests 
considerable funds to ensure disability employment programs are efficient in meeting 
workforce participation agendas (Australian Government, 2011; Australian 
Government Department of Employment, 2014). 
However, in response to the financial costs caused by the funding arrangements 
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to encourage disability  employment,  the  Australian  Government  has  refocused 
disability employment programs to be more outcome-focused, rather than prioritising 
general social participation (Macali, 2006; Matthews, Buys, Crocker, & Degeneffe, 
2007), thus creating a competitive tendering environment (Noblet, et al., 2008). 
Changes to funding arrangements have resulted in DES providers focusing on any 
employment outcome to ensure continuation of funding, rather than sustainable 
employment outcomes for people with disability (Nevile, 2013; Thornton & 
Marston, 2009). Furthermore, these changes to DES provider funding arrangements, 
coupled with the mutual obligation expectations of people with disability no longer 
eligible for the DSP, have changed the nature of the relationship between DES 
provider staff and their clients (Thornton & Marston, 2009). No longer do DES 
providers assist those people with disability who voluntarily wish to seek suitable 
employment: they are now enforcers of regulatory penalties on the reduced income 
support payments instigated by welfare to work reforms. 
The previous sections have provided an overview of the paradigms of disability 
that have shaped the current landscape of disability employment within the 
Australian context. The legitimised practices that have influenced the Australian 
disability employment field justified by each paradigm are presented in Table 2.2. 
Although these practices have together created the socio-political structure of 
disability employment as understood by people with and indeed without disability, 
tensions arise when attempting to understand this structure simultaneously from 
more than one perspective. 
Disability Employment in Australia: The Interaction of Paradigms 
 
To understand the tensions that exist within the field of disability employment in 
Australia, one must view the socio-political structure from the nexus of the 
competing paradigms. For example, changes in legislation to protect the rights of 
people with disability, in particular within the context of employment, can be 
explained from within the social paradigm. However, other aspects of the social 
structures of Australia can be also explained by the individual paradigm. 
Definitions of disability that focus on types of impairments, and rehabilitation 
services, either private or government funded, suggest the influence of the individual 
paradigm, emphasising labelling and treatment of the individual’s impairment. 
Furthermore, the presence of government-funded specialised employment services 
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 for people with disability (DES providers) to create and maintain disability 
employment opportunities is legitimised by the individual paradigm. Therefore, 
despite the presence of anti-discrimination legislation to regulate overt displays of 
negative stereotyping and discrimination within the workplace, the continuation of 
general oppressive employment arrangements is legitimised through the social 
acceptance of specialised services, including employment services, for people 
with disability (DES providers). 
Evidence of the economic paradigm within Australian social policies and in 
particular the welfare system is also apparent. Recent welfare reforms have been 
strongly driven by neoliberalism and the logic of mutual obligation (Grover & 
Soldatic, 2012). The Australian Government welfare reforms, particularly over the 
last ten years, have represented a conceptual shift from the individual to the 
economic paradigm, whereby identities of people with disability changed from 
“being represented as ‘deserving’ of government support, to being included in the 
ever-expanding category of ‘undeserving citizen’ whose worth is validated primarily 
through labour market participation” (Lantz & Marston, 2012, p. 854). A salient 
example of this shift is that eligibility for the DSP, as measured by the number of 
hours an individual is able to work, changed from being determined by the person’s 
limitations to work caused by their disability, to be informed by the individual’s 
remaining work capacity (Australian Government Department of Human Services, 
2012). 
A critique of the economic paradigm however highlights the distinction between 
two financial distributive mechanisms of the capitalist society and neo-liberal 
governments: one based on wages earned through employment, and the other based 
on government intervention through provision of social security payments based on 
need (Stone, 1984). For example, as long as governments provide a financial safety 
net for those who are not participating in the mainstream workforce, the provision of 
welfare serves as a socially legitimised mechanism that allows organisations to 
morally avoid hiring and retaining disabled workers, despite the reliance on social 
security payments perpetuating poverty for unemployed people with disability 
(Russell & Malhotra, 2002). However, due to fiscal pressures affecting 
governments’ social security systems, such as the ageing population, governments 
have narrowed the definition of disability to be predominantly determined by future 
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work capacity,  rather  than  actual  work  engagement  (Australian  Government 
Department of Human Services, 2012). 
Interestingly, the definition of disability within other legislative provisions has 
not undergone similar changes. For example, the Australian Social Security Act 
(1991) (Australian Government Department of Human Services, 2012),  the 
legislation guiding eligibility requirements and administration of payment of the 
Disability Support Pension (DSP) and underpinned by the economic paradigm, 
defines disability in accordance with functionality and working capacity (Table 2.1). 
However the definition of disability within the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 
(DDA) (Australian Human Rights Commission, 2012), which is underpinned by the 
social paradigm, encompasses impairments that may be subject to disadvantage 
within the workplace and restricted access to workplace premises. The definition of 
disability under this Act is also presented in Table 2.1. 
The disparity in the definitions of disability within two legislative acts 
administered by the same Commonwealth Government attests to the multifaceted 
and contentious dimensions of disability in the Australian context. Not only can 
disability be viewed from different paradigms, resulting in different pressures for 
people with disability, their advocates, government and society, but the mechanisms 
that drive governmental responses to these pressures are inconsistent. 
Chapter Summary 
 
Australia experiences one of the highest rates of unemployment of people with 
disability in the OECD (Soldatic & Pini, 2009), suggesting a lack of sustainable 
employment opportunities for people with disability (Lantz & Marston, 2012). 
Although the payment of social security to the disadvantaged has been a part of the 
fabric of Australian society since the turn of the 20th Century (Hartman, 2005), fiscal 
pressures arising from the ageing population and increased number of DSP recipients 
have contributed to welfare reform agendas (McVicar & Wilkins, 2013). These 
major changes to the eligibility of welfare payments have caused difficulties for 
people with disability (Soldatic & Pini, 2009). 
Despite the intention of welfare reforms moving people with disability into 
employment, and increased employer assistance to alleviate the costs of employing 
people with disability, the problem of high unemployment for people with disability 
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remains a concern. Hence, the persistent high unemployment rate of people with 
disability in Australia suggests that the neo-liberal welfare reforms, emphasising 
mutual obligation activities to promote employment opportunities (Soldatic, 2011), 
has yet to effectively diffuse to the organisational demand side of employment 
opportunities for people with disability (Bill, et al., 2006; Lantz & Marston, 2012; 
Noblet, et al., 2008). 
Finding solutions to the persistently high unemployment of people with 
disability may lie within organisational understandings of how disability employment 
is legitimised as an organisational practice. Thus, the next chapter presents the 
review of the existing literature of disability employment within organisations. 
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Chapter 3:  Disability Employment in Organisations 
 
The previous chapter provided a contextual overview of disability employment 
within Australia, highlighting three paradigms that have contributed to the pluralist 
environment that guides and constrains legislation, social expectations, and tensions 
experienced by people with disability in terms of employment opportunities. Also 
included within the previous chapter was a description of the current services that are 
funded by the Australian Government to assist people with disability to find 
suitable employment opportunities within the open labour market, and to work with 
both the employee with disability and the organisation to maintain employment. 
As disability employment is a multifaceted practice, the topic has received 
multifocal attention from various disciplinary perspectives (Meekosha, 2004). This 
chapter provides a synthesis of the literature around the demand-side of disability 
employment. In particular the review has focussed the literature revealing the 
perspectives of employers in terms of tensions expressed by organisational actors 
when considering disability employment as a legitimate organisational practice. 
Common tensions that have arisen include: cost-benefit rationalisation concerns, 
individual differences in attitudes toward employees with disability, and the types of 
organisational conditions that contribute to the levels of job satisfaction and turnover 
rates for employees with disability. Examples of current disability employment 
practices that prevail in organisations are also revealed within the review. 
The majority of the literature originates from outside the Australian context, and 
is informed by disciplinary perspectives primarily outside the field of 
organisational studies. However the review provides insight into organisational 
tensions that affect the organisational demand side of disability employment. The 
focus of the review does not extend to people returning to pre-existing 
employment following an illness or injury, and does not include literature 
addressing the circumstances of people with disability employed within fully 
supported Australian Disability Enterprises, formally known as sheltered workshops 
(Australian Government Department of Social Services, 2015a). 
The review also highlights the apparent research gap in the existing literature 
around disability employment with organisations. Finally, the theoretical framework 
that has been chosen to guide the research is discussed. 
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For the recruitment of people with disability to occur, organisations must be 
motivated to undertake disability employment practices. However, organisations are 
often reluctant to adopt disability employment practices due to concerns regarding 
the additional costs to the organisation. For example, the additional costs of training 
and facilitating workplace accommodations are coupled with the expectation of 
reduced performance. Hence a common perception exists that the benefits of 
including people with disability in the workplace, such as improved equity and 
diversity, are outweighed by the financial costs associated with disability 
employment. Furthermore, individual understandings of, and experiences with, 
people with disability have been found to influence the level of motivation to adopt 
disability employment practices. Individual differences in the level of support for 
sustainable employment for employees with disability have been found to directly 
impact on the level of job satisfaction and turnover of employees with disability. 
The three main tensions experienced by organisations adopting and sustaining 
disability employment that have been identified within the literature are discussed. 
Cost-Benefit Rationalisation 
 
The majority of studies investigating disability employment have focused on the 
reasons why employers are reluctant to employ people with disability (Fraser et al., 
2010; Hernandez, et al., 2012; Unger, 2002). For example, the most recent industry 
research report compiled by the Australian Human Resource Institute (AHRI) 
(Australian Human Resource Institute, 2012) and funded by Australian Government 
Department of Social Services, surveyed a sample of Australian employers to reveal 
common reasons that prevented employers recruiting people with disability. The 
findings revealed that perceptions of a high risk for workplace safety, high costs of 
accommodation of disabilities in the workplace, and the fear that performance issues 
would arise, were the main barriers to employing people with disability (AHRI, 
2012). 
The kinds of employer concerns raised in the AHRI employer attitude study 
about hiring people with disability have been echoed in the international literature. 
Studies conducted primarily in the US have found the reasons employers are 
reluctant to hire people with disability include expected costs of training and 
supervision (Kaye, Jans, & Jones, 2011), cost of accommodations (Houtenville & 
Kalargyrou, 2012; Markel & Barclay, 2009), and uncertainty about performance 
Chapter 3: Disability Employment in Organisations 33  
(Fraser et al., 2010). Therefore, issues surrounding efficiency, production, and costs 
associated with disability employment, can influence employers’ decisions to hire a 
person with disability. However other empirical studies have found that although the 
average job performance of people with disability may be lower than that of other 
employees without disability, the reliability and safe work practices of employees 
with disability may be significantly higher (Graffam, Smith, Shinkfield, & Polzin, 
2002; Hernandez & McDonald, 2010). Furthermore, the intangible benefits of hiring 
people with disabilities, such as improved equity in the workplace, can significantly 
outweigh any recruitment and training costs (Graffam et al., 2002). 
Although some studies have found a relatively weak business case for disability 
employment, compared to other minority groups (Janssens & Zanoni, 2005; Thanem, 
2008; Woodhams & Danieli, 2000), the adoption of disability employment practices 
may also be viewed as a competitive advantage for organisations. Kalargyrou (2014) 
examined disability inclusion initiatives as a competitive advantage strategy, aligned 
closely with the underlying premise of diversity management. The findings revealed 
that an organisational culture that supported personal courtesy and respect created 
the best conditions for employees with and without disabilities to work together. 
According to these findings, the benefits of hiring people with disability could be 
viewed as a competitive advantage insofar as increased loyalty and attendance, 
reduced staff turnover, and improved corporate reputation was achieved through 
disability inclusion initiatives. 
The inclusion of disability within organisation diversity management plans have 
also been found to provide salient high level management support for disability 
employment (Chan, et al., 2010; Erickson, von Schrader, Bruyere &  VanLooy, 
2014). For example, the purpose of the study conducted by Chan, et al., (2010) was 
to examine the relationship between the perceived commitment towards the hiring 
and retention of people with physical and sensory disabilities and the actual 
recruitment practices of human resource managers and line managers across different 
organisations. The findings revealed that although managers perceived people with 
disability as productive and reliable workers, they found that the absence of 
disability as an identified group in the companies’ diversity strategy, as well as 
inadequate knowledge and training about associated legislation surrounding anti- 
discrimination  and  reasonable  accommodations,  were  significant  barriers  to  the 
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recruitment of people with disability. Hence, although a manager may perceive the 
recruitment of a person with disability as being beneficial, in the absence of salient 
procedures to rationalise this action, actual recruitment may not eventuate. 
Common concerns around cost-benefit rationalisation of disability employment 
have been raised within organisations, whilst other organisations have provided 
salient managerial support through inclusion of people with disability within 
diversity management policies. It is not clear within the extant literature however, 
the conditions under which organisations are motivated to consciously perform cost- 
benefit rationalisations regarding disability employment. Furthermore, as Australian 
organisations are not currently required by legislation to employ people with 
disability, there is a lack of research around how these organisations decide to adopt 
disability employment practices. 
Reasonable Adjustments and Workplace Accommodations 
 
Legislative requirements for employers to consider reasonable adjustments and 
workplace accommodations for people with disability have been raised as a concern 
for organisations. Managers have reported that their knowledge of the extent to 
which the organisation considers reasonable adjustments (Gerwurtz & Kirsch, 2009), 
and accommodations of work activities for the employee (Harlan & Robert, 1998) 
plays a fundamental role when deciding whether to employ a person with disability. 
In many US studies (Kaye, et al., 2011; Vornholt, Uitdewilligen, Nijhuis, 2013), the 
costs associated with the provision of these within the workplace have been 
highlighted as a primary concern for employers (Harlan & Robert, 1998). However, 
in Australia, the Commonwealth Government meets the costs of making physical 
alterations to workstations or worksites (Australian Government, 2012). Therefore, 
within the Australian context, issues surrounding reasonable adjustments and 
accommodations may surface as perceived disruptions to work structures or 
practices, rather than financial concerns associated with physical adjustments to the 
working environment. 
In addition to physical adjustments to the working environment, people with 
disability may require modifications to their roles or work schedules in order to 
effectively complete the requirements of their roles. The concept of reasonable 
adjustment  is  included  within  current  Australian  legislation  (Australian  Human 
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Rights Commission, 2014) and the cost of workplace modifications to the physical 
working environment are met by the Australian government (Australian Government 
Job Access, 2014). However not all people with disability require these types of 
reasonable adjustments. Organisations may be required to undertake job redesign or 
provide more flexible work schedules to accommodate the needs of some employees 
with disability. 
Job redesign is indeed a common workplace accommodation practice that has 
facilitated employment opportunities for many people with intellectual (Shaw, 
Jacobs, Lysaght, Ouellette-Kuntz, & Lin, 2012) and physical disabilities (Harlan & 
Robert, 1998). This type of workplace accommodation focuses on the redesigning of 
roles to include only tasks suited to the person’s abilities. For example, people with 
intellectual disability may be required to perform routine work tasks that may detract 
from the productivity of higher paid and more qualified workers (Shaw, et al., 2012). 
Redesigning work patterns can also benefit those with invisible disabilities. For 
example, the availability of flexible work schedules is appropriate for those with 
chronic or episodic conditions, and inflexible work schedules can greatly reduce the 
suitability of employment vacancies for some people with disability, thus negatively 
impacting their employability (Gerwurtz & Kirsh, 2009). Furthermore, the 
facilitation of workplace processes that are flexible (Gerwurtz & Kirsh, 2009; 
Snyder, et al., 2010), and support respect for diverse abilities (Graffam, et al., 
2002) have been found to outweigh any perceived costs associated with recruitment 
and training. 
People with disability have been found to be more satisfied in employment when 
managers and co-workers emphasise the ability of the person with disability to 
perform the required tasks, rather than focusing on unrelated issues arising from the 
disability (Gilbride, Stensrud, Vandergoot & Golden, 2003; Ren, Paetzold, & 
Colella, 2008). This research corresponds to the principles of the social paradigm of 
disability that suggests that the context of a situation creates barriers for people with 
disability, not the actual impairment (Galvin, 2004; Gannon & Nolan, 2007). The 
implementation of organisational practices guided by this perspective has also been 
found to positively influence work performance (Gilbride, et al., 2003), work 
motivation (Hashim & Wok, 2014), and job tenure of the employee with disability 
(Roessler, 2002). 
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Although employers may be willing to accommodate people with disability in 
the workplace (Copeland, Chan, Bezyak, & Fraser, 2010; Vornholt, et al., 2013), 
evidence suggests that co-workers and supervisors may view any form of workplace 
accommodation as special treatment, resulting in the perception that people with 
disability may cause disruption to the status quo of the organisation (Gerwurtz & 
Kirsh, 2009). Furthermore, within working environments that are less supportive of 
individual differences, employees with invisible impairments are less likely to 
request workplace accommodations as they have chosen to protect their self-identity 
and not disclose their disability to the employer (Baldridge & Swift, 2013). 
Employers have reported that non-disclosure may be detrimental to the workplace if 
the employee only discloses their disability at some time after recruitment, because 
to gain accommodations at that point that may be perceived by others to be unfair 
(Stensrud, 2007). 
As shown in Table 3.1, not only do different impairments require different 
workplace modifications due to common work-related issues, many modifications 
vary as a function of the type of role performed. Furthermore, as impairments 
manifest in different ways for each individual, the extent of modifications that 
organisations may be required to undertake may be limitless. Obviously, 
organisations must rationalise the cost and feasibility of workplace accommodations; 
however it is not clear from the literature under what conditions the costs of 
workplace accommodations to the organisation indeed outweigh the perceived 
benefits of disability employment. 
Individual Differences in Experiences and Understandings of Disability 
 
A general lack of awareness of disability (Chan et al., 2010) can affect 
employers’ future decisions concerning the recruitment of people with disability. 
However disability is a broad term that is used to cover an array of impairments 
(Table 3.1). Disabilities may be categorised according to levels of severity: mild, 
moderate, or severe; whether the impairment is congenital (present from birth or 
shortly after), or acquired; or if the impairment is visible or invisible to others 
(Smart, 2001). These categories not only reflect the individual’s health and capacity 
to work, but also generate varying responses from society and within the 
employment context (Oguzoglu, 2001). For example, congenital impairments have 
different implications for self-identity than acquired impairments (Shakespeare & 
Chapter 3: Disability Employment in Organisations 37  
Watson, 2001; Smart, 2001), and visible disabilities may trigger social responses, 
such as ‘labelling’ (Smart, 2001), whereas individuals with invisible disabilities may 
choose not to disclose their impairment to others, thus conferring a normal status 
within relationships with others (Smart, 2001). 
Nafukho, Roessler and Kacirek (2010) argue that tensions between management 
and employees with disability, such as conflict and mistrust, often arise within 
organisational settings that display a lack of awareness of the various forms of 
disability. These tensions subsequently lead to the failure to achieve individual and 
organisational performance goals. They suggest that organisations must consider 
various forms of disability, for example physical, sensory, cognitive and 
psychological, as they interact with different workplace demands and tasks, attitudes 
and expectations of employers and co-workers, and perceptions held by people with 
disability. Providing specific training on disability types and collaboration with 
specialised disability employment providers has been found to encourage 
organisations to be more open to employing people with disability, and to reduce 
potential stigma (Post, et al., 2010). 
Stigma towards certain disability types may emerge within the workplace (Stone 
& Colella, 1996). Stigma is defined as a “negative discrepancy between the actual or 
inferred attributes of an individual versus the expectations for typical individuals in 
that context, such that the individual is regarded as deviant” (Beatty & Kirby, 2006, 
pp. 33-34). Negative attitudes toward people with disability held by co-workers and 
supervisors (Schur, Kruse, & Blanck, 2005; Stone & Colella, 1996) may manifest in 
communication difficulties or avoidance (Berry & Meyer, 1995), hindering 
socialisation, initial on the job training, and integration into the workplace (Colella, 
1994). At the other extreme, the ‘norm of kindness’ (Stone & Colella, 1996) often 
surfaces in the face of discomfort around people with disability and manifests in 
condescending attitudes or overly helpful behaviours. For example, the ‘norm of 
kindness’ (Stone & Colella, 1996) has been found to occur during the evaluation of 
the performance an employee with disability when the outcome of the performance 
evaluation has no impact on the appraiser’s future outcomes (Colella, et al., 1997). 
In contrast, when the outcome of the performance evaluation is linked to the 
appraiser’s future outcome, the evaluations tend to be more negative for employees 
with disability (Colella, et al., 1997). 
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Table 3.1 
 
Types of Impairment: Definitions, Examples, Typical Workplace Issues, and Possible Workplace Modifications 
 
Type General definition Examples Common work-related issues 
Physical Limitation on a person’s 
physical functioning, 
mobility, dexterity or 
stamina 
Cerebral palsy 
Spinal cord injury 
Amputation 
Multiple sclerosis 
Musculoskeletal injuries 
Arthritis 
Accessing physical environments 
Manipulating objects 
Using a standard computer keyboard or mouse 
Holding a telephone handset 
Travelling to and from work 
Vision 
(Sensory) 
Some degree of vision loss Cataracts 
Glaucoma 
Macular degeneration 
Retinitis pimentos 
Accessing written or electronic information 
Navigating unfamiliar workplaces or tasks 
Travelling to and from work 
Hearing 
(Sensory) 
Some degree of hearing loss 
caused by a genetic 
condition, illness, trauma or 
ageing 
Ranges from mild hearing 
loss to profound deafness 
Communication 
Identifying workplace hazards 
Limited conversational involvement 
Learning 
(Cognitive) 
Affects the way the person 
remembers, organises, 
understands and/or 
expresses information 
Dyslexia (language 
processing) 
Dysgraphia (writing, 
spelling or composition) 
Visual processing disorder 
Auditory processing disorder 
Requiring more effort and time to read through written materials 
Receiving and processing new and large amounts of information 
orally 
Adapting to changes in processes/duties 
Staying focused 
Source: Adapted from: Australian Institute of Health & Welfare (2014). Definition of Disability. Retrieved from www.aihw.gov.au/definition-of-disability/; Disabled World 
(2014). Definitions of Disabilities. Retrieved from www.disabled-world.com; University of Western Sydney (2014). Education to Employment Program. Retrieved from 
http://pubsites.uws.edu.au/ndco/employment/ 
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Table 3.1 (Cont.) 
Types of Impairment: Definitions, Examples, Typical Workplace Issues, and Possible Workplace Modifications 
Type General definition Examples Common work-related issues    
Autistic 
Spectrum 
Disorder 
(ASD) 
Lifelong developmental 
disabilities 
Autism 
Asperger’s disorder 
Atypical autism 
Difficulties in social interaction and communication 
Understanding abstract concepts, metaphors or sarcasm 
Interpreting non-verbal communication 
Working with distractions and in unfamiliar 
environments 
Changes to work routines or arrangements 
   
Intellectual Affects overall functioning 
with tasks and general 
cognition 
Intellectual 
impairment ranges 
from mild to severe 
Learning new tasks and processes 
Problem solving 
Understanding others and expressing themselves 
Travelling to and from work 
   
Psychiatric Varied group of conditions 
that primarily and 
significantly affect how a 
person feels, thinks, behaves 
and interacts with others. 
Anxiety disorders: 
e.g. generalized 
anxiety, OCD, PTSD. 
Mood disorders: e.g. 
depression, bipolar 
Psychotic disorders: 
e.g. schizophrenia, 
dissociative disorder 
Thinking processes, e.g. concentration, memory, 
processing information 
Organising and planning work tasks, e.g. meeting 
deadlines, managing multiple tasks 
Social interactions: coping with social tensions 
Side-effects of medication 
Managing emotions: high levels of anxiety and 
frustration 
Unexpected absences from work 
   
Source: Adapted from: Australian Institute of Health & Welfare (2014). Definition of Disability. Retrieved from www.aihw.gov.au/definition-of-disability/; Disabled World (2014). 
Definitions of Disabilities. Retrieved from www.disabled-world.com; University of Western Sydney (2014). Education to Employment Program. Retrieved from 
http://pubsites.uws.edu.au/ndco/employment/ 
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Empirical studies have found that people with disability face objective 
disadvantages at work, compared to their counterparts without disability, that may 
be a result of stigma and stereotyping (Stone & Colella, 1996). These 
disadvantages include lower pay levels and fewer opportunities for promotion 
(Snyder, et al., 2010), less job security, higher levels of supervision, lower 
participation in decision making and lower levels of formal and informal training 
(Schur, Kruse, Blasi, Blanck, 2009). Supervisors’ negative perceptions and 
stereotypes of people with disability as being ‘needy and helpless’ (Schur, et al., 
2005) may lead to bias in the expectations and evaluation of performance of 
employees with disability (Colella, et al., 1997; Colella & Varma, 1999). 
Furthermore, expectations of job performance held by managers and supervisors 
may be informed by previous experience and future goals (Klimoski & Donahue, 
1997). Employers have also reported that other employees may perceive the 
promotion of a person with disability, who has been provided with workplace 
accommodations or ‘special help’, as unfair (Stensrud, 2007). 
Previous experience of working with people with disability (Gilbride, et al., 
2003), and prior social contact with people with disability (Scherbaum, Scherbaum 
& Popovich, 2005) have been found to counteract the effects of negative pressures 
associated with stigma, as it allows “individuals to gather detailed information about 
out-group members so that they are viewed as individuals rather than members of a 
stereotyped group” (Stone & Colella, 1996, p. 370). Structured programs, such as 
mentoring, have been found to facilitate socialisation between employees with 
disability and co-workers (Kulkarni, 2012). Gerwurtz and Kirsh (2009) conducted a 
meta-synthesis of qualitative research studies investigating experiences of people 
with disability in workplaces. The review revealed co-worker and supervisor 
characteristics, such as tolerance, acceptance and understanding, that were exhibited 
within the workplace and that became “integrated into the day-to-day operations at 
work” (Gerwurtz & Kirsh, 2009, p. 38), impacted on the perceived job security of 
employees with disability and the way their impairment was addressed. 
It remains unclear, however, how organisations manage the negative impact 
of stigma and stereotyping and lack of understanding of disability, whilst 
ensuring compliance with anti-discrimination legislation and maintaining 
meaningful employment for people with disability. 
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Summary of Disability Employment in Organisations Literature 
 
Disability employment may be viewed as having two crucial phases. Firstly, an 
organisation must decide to adopt disability employment practices. For example, the 
decision to recruit people with disability is more likely to occur if disability 
employment practices are supported by higher-level management, demonstrated by 
the inclusion of people with disability in organisational diversity plans. This 
suggests that disability employment practices may be internally legitimised through 
formal and documented organisational practices. Previous research has also focused 
on the beliefs and perceptions of individual actors within organisations that facilitate, 
or deviate from, the employment of people with disability. The decision to recruit 
people with disability may be negatively influenced by individuals’ perceptions and 
expectations of low performance and reliability, frequent incidents of workplace 
accidents, and high costs in training. 
The second phase of disability employment follows the adoption phase and 
encompasses the ways in which organisations sustain disability employment 
practices. Certain tensions have been revealed within the literature to indicate that 
socio-psychological influences, such as stereotyping and stigma, may affect the 
extent to which disability employment is sustained within organisational contexts. 
For example, organisational climates that are perceived to be more accepting of 
individual differences and offer flexible working schedules, and previous positive 
experiences with people with disability, serve to counteract any negative perceptions 
held by managers and co-workers. 
A summary of these concerns, the enabling conditions that counterbalance these 
concerns, typical organisational responses to disability employment evaluating these 
concerns, and the negative impact these responses have on people with disability, is 
presented in Table 3.2. As this summary shows, there is a lack of specificity around 
how organisations adopt and sustain disability employment practices. 
The Current Research 
 
Organisations are key stakeholders in the field of disability employment, and 
without their participation, employment opportunities for people with disability 
would not exist. While research exploring the demand-side of disability employment   
has   provided   insights   into   organisational   constraints,   such   as 
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Table 3.2 
Organisational Disability Employment Constraints, Practices and Drivers 
 
Concerns/Tensions Enablers Organisational Responses Negative Impact on People with 
Disability 
Costs and concerns 
regarding  safety, 
performance, 
productivity 
Job matching to abilities 
 
improved equity in the 
workplace 
Not employ people with disability No employment opportunity 
Facilitating reasonable 
adjustments and 
workplace 
accommodations 
Financially viable 
workplace 
accommodations 
 
Ability outweighs impact 
of disability 
Not employ people with disability 
Physical workplace adjustments 
Job redesign 
Flexible working environments 
No employment opportunity 
 
Eventual job loss due to low 
performance, or high absenteeism 
 
Low job satisfaction 
Individual differences: 
 
Previous experiences 
and understandings of 
disability 
Previous positive 
experiences 
 
Disability training 
Avoidance 
 
Restricting training, promotion 
Unrealistic performance ratings 
Non-disclosure of invisible 
impairments 
 
Low wages 
 
Stagnant employment 
Low job satisfaction 
Fear of job loss 
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rationalisations and personal attitudes of managers with regard to disability 
employment (Burke, et al., 2013), the extant research has not addressed how 
organisations adopt and sustain disability employment practices. Clearly, some 
organisations do employ people with disability. However, relatively little is known 
about how these organisations legitimise recruitment practices within and outside 
their organisations. Indeed, there is a significant knowledge deficit associated with 
the interaction between the intentions of organisations to recruit people with 
disability, the circumstances under which they do recruit, the rationalisation of the 
practices associated with recruitment, and the provision of ongoing employment 
opportunities for people with disability. There is a need to understand how social, 
political, and governmental contexts in which organisations operate, influence the 
adopting and sustaining of disability employment practices at the organisational 
level. This type of knowledge is necessary to inform understandings of disability 
employment at the nexus of organisational, government, and societial perspectives. 
More recently, organisational theories have emerged to deal with organisational 
problems at multiple levels of analysis. Organisations are embedded in social and 
political environments and organisational practices and structures often reflect the 
rules, beliefs, and conventions of the wider environment in which they operate 
(Powell, 2007). Organisations conform and respond to the pressures and demands 
arising from their environment (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) in order to survive 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977). The environment of disability employment may include 
the awareness of society’s expectations that organisations should be responsible for 
providing employment opportunities for people with disability, current political 
agendas and government initiatives supporting disability employment, and the overt 
disability recruitment activity exhibited by other organisations in the same industry 
sector. Multiple, and often differentiated, pressures and demands that stem from 
an organisational environment, may influence an organisation’s decision to adopt 
disability employment practices, and the ways in which these practices are sustained 
(Meyer & Scott, 1983; Powell, 2007). 
As little research around disability employment has been conducted within the 
Australian context, a lack of knowledge exists that informs how Australian 
organisations, legitimise disability employment practices within a regulatory 
environment with relatively minor legislative requirements around the proactive 
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employment of people with disability. For example, most of the literature addressing 
disability employment has focused on organisational compliance to US reporting 
requirements and anti-discrimination legislation (Klimoski & Donahue, 1997). In 
Australia, however, organisations are bound only to anti-discrimination legislation 
surrounding reasonable accommodation with no reporting requirements (Patmore, 
2003). Regulatory pressures for Australian organisations to engage in disability 
employment are therefore relatively minimal. Hence, an understanding of how 
Australian organisations that currently employ people with disability, legitimise 
disability employment practices within the Australian social, political, and legislative 
environment of disability employment, will contribute to nuanced understandings of 
the mechanisms that drive sustainable employment opportunities for people with 
disability in Australia. 
There is a lack of empirical contributions to the knowledge-field of disability 
informed by organisational theories (Williams & Mavin, 2012). Previous studies 
have also neglected an in-depth exploration of particular organisational sites. An 
organisational theory that provided a scaffold to explore the ways in which an 
organisation legitimises disability employment practices within their internal 
operating context and the wider social and political environment of disability 
employment in Australia was required to address the knowledge gaps in the current 
disability employment literature. Institutional Theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, Scott, 
2008b) was chosen as the theoretical framework for the current research in order to 
explore the mechanisms underlying the adopting and sustaining of disability 
employment practices within an Australian organisation that currently employs 
people with disability and to answer the broad research question guiding this study: 
How do Australian organisations adopt and sustain disability employment practices? 
 
Theoretical Framework: Institutional Theory 
 
This section introduces the theoretical framework chosen to guide the 
methodology and data analysis of the study. Specifically, a brief overview of 
Institutional Theory is presented, leading to a more comprehensive discussion of the 
Three Pillar Framework (Scott, 2008b) that will serve as the theoretical lens to 
inform the data analysis. Throughout this discussion, the rationale for the 
formulation of the specific research questions that will guide the data collection and 
analysis will also emerge. 
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A Brief Overview of Institutional Theory 
 
Institutional Theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) is arguably one of the dominant 
theoretical perspectives within organisational theory (Greenwood, Oliver, Sahlin, 
Suddaby, 2008; Suddaby, 2008). Institutional Theory emerged in the late 1970s and 
early 1980s (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Zucker, 1977) to 
provide a contrasting perspective to the view that organisations only respond to 
economic pressures to gain and secure resources (Suddaby, Seidl & Le, 2013). The 
theoretical perspective served to explain how organisations adopt and sustain 
practices, activities, and behaviours, which may appear non-rational within technical 
and economic realms, but may appear rational within the symbol realm of the 
institutional environment (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Institutional Theory (Meyer & 
Rowan, 1977) therefore provided an ideal theoretical framework to explore how an 
Australian organisation adopts and sustains disability employment practices for their 
symbolic meaning, despite efficiency concerns, such as low productivity and high 
training costs, as raised in previous disability employment literature (Fraser, et al., 
2010; Hernandez, et al., 2012; Unger, 2002). 
According to Institutional Theory, organisations operate in both technical and 
institutional environments (Scott & Meyer, 1983). Technical environments are 
defined as those in which “a product or service is exchanged in a market such that 
organisations are rewarded for effective and efficient control of the work process” 
(Scott & Meyer, 1983, p. 140). Institutional environments “are characterised by the 
elaboration of rules and requirements to which individual organisations must 
conform if they are to receive support and legitimacy from the environment” (Scott 
& Meyer, 1983, p. 149).  The extent to which the two types of environments are of 
importance within an organisation varies in strength along a continuum (Scott, 1985). 
For example, some organisations, such as banks, may confront both strong 
technical and institutional controls insofar as procedures must be attentive to both 
efficiency and effectiveness demands controlled by customers, and procedural 
requirements controlled by regulatory agents. Other organisations, such as schools, 
operate in environments with strong institutional demands, such as accreditation and 
certification requirements and government rules regarding funding arrangements, 
alongside relatively weak technical controls. Organisations in service industries, 
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such as retail, operate in highly technical environments, primarily controlled by the 
demands of customers or clients who make the decision to continue to purchase 
goods and services. Such organisations are exposed to only moderate or minimal 
institutional requirements, such as occupational health and safety requirements, 
auditing, and employment relations procedures. 
The institutional environment of disability employment consists of: legislation 
around anti-discrimination; government funded specialised employment agencies; 
and the social understandings of the benefits of employment for people with 
disability. As discussed in Chapter Two, expectations for people with disability to 
have the opportunity of employment may be underpinned by three paradigms of 
disability: social inclusion, the right of people with disability to work, and the 
economic benefit for the individual with disability and society. Due to concerns of 
the impact of welfare changes on people with disability and growing expectations of 
organisations to create ongoing employment opportunities, the institutional 
environment of disability employment has arguably expanded to include 
organisations. 
Central concepts of Institutional Theory evolved from the assumption that 
organisations are highly attentive to social and symbolic pressures arising from their 
institutional environments (Meyer & Rowan, 1977), and organisational behaviour 
occurs in response to such pressures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Scott, 1995). 
According to the theory, organisations are shaped by their institutional contexts, or 
institutional environments (Greenwood, et al., 2008). The institutional environments 
in which organisations operate, comprise socially constructed norms, or rationales, 
that guide and constrain organisational behaviour and action (Meyer & Rowan, 
1977). These norms and assumptions are symbolic insofar as they are often 
invisible, but can be inferred from rules, routines, practices, and habits. 
Also referred to as rational myths, the symbolic elements are “capable of 
affecting organisational forms independent of resource flows and technical 
requirements” (Scott, 1991, p. 165). Rational myths provide support, legitimacy, and 
meaning to organisational forms that display accepted structures and processes 
(Scott, 1987).  Therefore, although organisational practices are legitimised in terms 
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of efficiency, effectiveness, and through other performance measures within the 
technical environment (Deephouse & Suchman, 2008), organisations also seek 
legitimacy within their institutional environments to secure resources to ensure 
viability and survival (Scott, 1985; Suchman, 1995). Hence another central concept 
of Institutional Theory relevant to the current research is the role of legitimacy 
(Suddaby, Seidl & Le, 2013). 
Institutional Theory maintains that formal structures are often implemented for 
legitimacy reasons rather than their impact on technical efficiency and productivity 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Scott and Meyer (1991) argue that organisations 
conform to demands from the institutional environment to increase various rewards, 
such as status and reputation, at the expense of efficiency. An organisation’s status 
is a “socially constructed, intersubjectively agreed-upon and accepted ordering or 
ranking of social actors based on the esteem or deference that each actor can claim 
by virtue of the actor’s membership in a group or groups with distinctive practices, 
values, traits, capacities or inherent worth” (Deephouse & Suchman, 2008, p. 59). 
Organisational reputation is a “generalised expectation about a firm’s future 
behaviour or performance based on collective perceptions of past behaviour and 
performance” (Deephouse & Suchman, 2008, pp 59-60). Therefore, an 
understanding of how organisations legitimise disability employment within their 
internal and external environments was critical in explaining how organisations 
adopt and sustain disability employment practices. 
Suchman (1995) defines legitimacy as the “generalised perception or assumption 
that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially 
constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions” (p. 574). Over time, 
organisations align their practices with socially constructed standards within their 
institutional environments, and legitimacy is sought through compliance with these 
standards (Deephouse, 1996; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Seo & Creed, 2002; 
Suchman, 1995). Scott and Meyer (1983) also emphasise that organisations are 
legitimate when they are understandable rather than desirable. Therefore 
organisations respond to demands from sources of legitimacy, or authorising agents, 
within the institutional environment. Sources of legitimacy are “the internal and 
external audiences who observe organisations and make legitimacy assessments” 
(Ruef & Scott, 1998, p. 880).  Assessments may be codified in regulations, norms 
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and social expectations, arising from sources including the State, government 
agencies, special interest groups, and other authorising agents with an organisation’s 
institutional environment (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott, 1987; Scott & Meyer, 
1983). 
However, from the organisational perspective, conformity to demands and 
expectations from the institutional environment may conflict with technical activities 
and efficiency demands (Powell, 2007). Indeed, organisations are often confronted 
with multiple and at times conflicting pressures and demands from their institutional 
environment (Meyer & Scott, 1983). Despite early assumptions that organisations 
tended to be passive recipients of pressures from their institutional environments and 
would over time become isomorphic, or similar, with each other (DiMaggio & 
Powell, 1983), organisational responses to legitimacy demands from their 
environments are often strategic (Oliver, 1991). Oliver (1991) suggests that although 
organisations commonly accede to or comply with institutional demands, 
organisations may choose to avoid or resist compliance with such demands. In other 
cases, organisations may attempt to compromise with external constituents in order 
to balance efficiency and institutional demands. 
The degree to which organisations strategically respond to institutional demands 
often depends on the organisation’s interests, status, reputation and technical 
concerns (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott, 1991). Large organisations, due to their 
status and reputation (Deephouse & Suchman, 2008), are likely to respond to 
demands from the institutional environment to maintain their legitimacy (Goodstein, 
1994; Meyer & Rowan, 1977), whilst other organisations with differing interests 
may strategically assess which demands they will conform to in order to enhance 
efficiency or acquisition of resources (Oliver, 1991; Scott, 1991). In other cases, 
practices may be partially adopted in order to seek legitimacy, for example 
meeting minimum regulative requirements, but may indeed appear differently across 
organisational contexts in order to meet pressures stemming from the technical 
environment, such as increasing profit margins (Scott, 1983; Seo & Creed, 2002). 
Organisations may seek legitimacy within the institutional environment of 
disability employment by adopting disability employment practices to signal 
compliance with social expectations (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Furthermore, as the 
legitimacy of the Disability Employment Service (DES) providers is conferred by the 
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Australian Government through the provision of funding, organisations may seek 
legitimacy from these quasi-regulative agencies to gain approval of their 
organisational activities from the State. As organisations seek legitimacy within 
their institutional environment to gain resources and to ensure survival (Meyer & 
Rowan, 1977; Scott, 2008b), the audiences from which organisations seek legitimacy 
for adopting and sustaining disability employment practices, may include 
authorising agents that have not previously been considered to be relevant sources of 
legitimacy for the organisation. 
Scott (1995) argues that legitimacy underlies organisational activities, as it is a 
“condition reflecting cultural alignment, normative support, or consonance with 
relevant rules or laws” (p. 45). It is of symbolic value to organisations as it is 
displayed in a manner that is visible to audiences deemed to be empowered to confer 
legitimacy within the organisational context (Scott, 2008b).  Scott (2008b) provided 
a framework to analyse the mechanisms underlying the ways in which organisations 
align their activities with the socially constructed standards within their institutional 
environments. The framework consists of three elements, or pillars: regulative, 
normative, and cultural-cognitive; underpin the legitimacy of organisational activities 
and “provide stability and meaning to social life” (Scott, 2008b, p. 48). The Three 
Pillar Framework was deemed useful for guiding the analysis of the current study 
because it informs understandings of how organisations legitimise the adopting and 
sustaining of disability employment practices within their internal and external 
operating environments. 
The Three Pillar Framework as an Analytical Framework 
 
Scott (1995; 2008b) developed an ‘encompassing’ framework that has 
“incorporated related but different concepts and arguments and locates them within 
the broader theoretical system” (Scott, 2008b, p. 8). Drawing on different 
conceptions of institutions proposed by various theorists, but remaining faithful to 
the core assumption of Institutional Theory, Scott (2008b) formulated the following 
definition of institutions that formed the basis of his analytical framework: 
“Institutions are social structures that have attained a high degree of 
resilience.   They are comprised of cultural-cognitive, normative and 
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regulative  elements  that,  together  with  associated  activities  and 
resources, provide stability and meaning to social life” (p. 48). 
The Three Pillar Framework (Scott, 1995; 2008b) is based on the premise that the 
three elements: regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive; “are the central 
building blocks of institutional structures, providing the elastic fibres that guide 
behaviour and resist change” (Scott, 2008b, p. 49). The elements are symbolic 
insofar as they provide “cognitive schema, normative guidance, and rules that 
constrain and empower social behaviour” (Scott, 2008a, p. 429), but can be inferred 
from activities that produce and reproduce these rules, norms and cultural-cognitive 
beliefs, and the resources that sustain them (Scott, 2008b). 
The three institutional elements operate simultaneously to guide and constrain 
organisational activities and behaviours (Scott, 2008; Scott & Davis, 2007). Although 
many studies using the framework have tended to focus on one or another of the 
elements (Scott, 2008b), as Szyliowicz and Galvin (2010) have argued, overreliance 
on one element leads to incomplete understandings of institutional phenomena as the 
three elements, although analytically distinct, are nested and interdependent. 
Therefore, although the elements support and sustain stable behaviour, they may vary 
in priority depending on the context and the extent to which they reinforce or 
contradict each other (Scott, 2008b). Furthermore, the elements may operate in an 
interdependent and mutually reinforcing way to contribute to the stability of 
organisational structures (Scott, 2008b). 
Each element is underpinned by assumptions that differ according to the motive 
for compliance, basis of order, underlying logic of action, and basis of legitimacy 
(Scott, 2008b). Organisations seek to align activities based on these assumptions. 
An example in the field of disability employment is when an organisation has 
adopted disability employment practices; the ways in which they align these 
practices with the existing organisational structure may be explained by the 
organisation’s motive for compliance and the basis of order that produces alignment. 
The ways in which organisational actors legitimise these practices may be inferred 
from underlying logics of action informed by the understandings, meanings and 
beliefs. Finally the basis of legitimacy may be inferred from the perceptions that the 
practice is meeting the expectations of the audience from which the organisation is 
seeking legitimacy. 
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The following describes the three elements and the underlying assumptions of 
each in more detail and proposes links with the literature presented in previous 
chapters on disability employment. 
The regulative element 
 
According to Scott (2008b), the regulative element gives prominence to explicit 
regulatory processes that guide and constrain behaviours. The basis of order is 
indicated through the presence of regulative rules and the underlying mechanisms of 
rule setting, monitoring, and the use of incentives to reward, and sanctions to deter, 
appropriate actions and behaviours (Scott, 2008b). The basis of compliance is one of 
expedience and the logic of action is one of instrumentality, insofar as rules and laws 
provide a convenient and pragmatic means for organisational actors to meet 
regulatory requirements and rationalise activities (Scott, 2008b). The continuum of 
emotions, or affect, related to this element range from fear and guilt of non- 
compliance to proclaimed innocence to avoid punishment or sanctions. This element 
stresses that legitimacy is sought through alignment of organisational activities with 
formal rules and laws, and informal mores, in order to constrain and empower social 
behaviours. 
Regulative legitimacy is conferred from actors who have sovereignty over 
organisations. These authorising, or endorsing, actors may reside externally from the 
organisation and define the scope of legality and acceptability of practices via laws, 
regulations and sanctions, such as the State and associated agencies (Scott, 2008b). 
Regulative legitimacy may also be revealed internally, at the interface between the 
meso-level and micro-level of an organisation. Legitimacy may be sought by 
individual actors at the local level from actors at the meso-level by aligning practices 
with formal policies, reflecting organisational rules and regulations for appropriate 
actions (Scott, 2008b). 
The features of the regulatory element are somewhat superficial and are easy to 
manipulate, and are the most recognisable of the three elements (Scott, 2008b). In 
Australia, organisations are bound to a limited set of regulatory arrangements with 
respect to disability employment; that is, anti-discrimination legislation associated 
with reasonable accommodation and equal employment opportunities (Patmore, 
2003).  Although an organisation’s recruitment practices may withstand public and 
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governmental scrutiny by complying with EEO and anti-discrimination legislation, 
because there are currently no laws regarding prescribed quotas for employees with 
disabilities, the organisation may have no intent to actually hire a person with 
disability. Nevertheless, all organisations may be viewed as potential employers of 
people with disability and are therefore key stakeholders for the government funded 
DES providers and NDRC. When organisations engage with these providers, they 
indirectly open their operations to regulatory scrutiny on employment relations 
matters (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Hence organisations may engage quasi-regulative 
bodies to seek legitimacy or alternatively, avoid involvement with these institutions 
to escape such external assessment (Scott, 2008b). 
The normative element 
 
The normative element of Scott’s Three Pillar Framework (2008b) emphasises 
“normative rules that introduce a prescriptive, evaluative and obligatory dimension to 
social life” (Scott, 2008b, p. 54). It comprises normative systems that include both 
norms and values. Norms specify ‘how things should be done’ by defining goals, 
objectives and legitimate means to valued and desired ends (Scott, 2008b), to provide 
a motive for compliance and basis of order. Values are conceptions of the preferred 
or the desirable together with the construction of standards to which existing 
structures or behaviours can be compared and assessed. Activities are rationalised by 
logics of action that are based in moral or ethical obligation and are deemed ‘the 
right thing to do’ (Suchman, 1995). Adhering to norms may evoke feelings of pride 
and honour, whereas violation of norms typically, but not always, results in a sense 
of shame or disgrace. The legitimacy of the normative pillar rests on conformity to a 
‘moral basis’ (Scott, 1995). Organisations may seek legitimacy based on 
judgements about whether an activity aligns with socially constructed norms and 
values (Scott, 2008b). 
Normative legitimacy stems from actors who define what is morally desirable 
rather than what is legally required. According to Scott (2008b), decisions are 
responsive not only to ‘instrumental’ considerations but to the ‘logic of 
appropriateness’. The legitimating mechanism for the normative element is an 
agreement reached by actors as to what is appropriate: for example, ‘what is 
required of a person like me in a situation like this?’ (Scott, 2008b). Therefore, 
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normative legitimacy is sought by organisations from authorising actors who 
define what is morally desirable rather than what is legally required. Authorising 
actors may be internal in the organisation, such as managers and co-workers, or 
external, such as customers, shareholders, or government agencies. These actors 
confer legitimacy of organisational structures and activities based on what they 
deem to be appropriate. 
Some values and norms are applicable to all, whilst others apply only to selected 
actors. Hence, normative systems guide beliefs and expectations of appropriate 
activities for particular actors. For example, there has been increasing publicity 
surrounding the low employment rate of people with disability in Australia. As a 
consequence, organisations are under increasing social pressure to create 
employment opportunities as a solution. Some large organisations in particular may 
seek to create social legitimacy by publicly signalling their commitment to 
disability employment, thus inferring alignment of organisational practices with 
moral expectations deemed appropriate for organisations of such size and market 
presence (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 
The cultural-cognitive element 
 
Whereas the regulative and normative elements operate at the macro-level and 
meso-level of the organisation, the cultural-cognitive pillar operates at the individual 
level, providing the deeper foundations of institutional order (Scott, 2008b). This 
element is “cultural in the sense that social reality is referenced and rationalised 
against external symbolic frameworks, and cognitive in the sense that social reality is 
interpreted and constructed through internalized frames of meaning-making” (Orr & 
Scott, 2008b, p. 566). The basis of compliance occurs because other types of 
behaviours are perceived as inconceivable, and the basis of order is guided by taken- 
for-granted routines that are defined as ‘the way we do things’. Logics of action, or 
meanings, emerge through interactions, and are maintained and transferred as they 
are employed to make sense of activities within a given context. As Scott (2008b), 
explains, because “internal interpretative processes are shaped by external cultural 
frameworks” (p. 57), actors’ subjective interpretations of activities must also be 
taken into account. 
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The presence of the cultural-cognitive element is indicated by expressions of 
common beliefs and shared logics of action. These indicators signal the taken-for- 
grantedness that underpins activities that have become unquestionable and are 
maintained through orthodoxy, and may become visible in routines and organising 
schemas. Depending on the alignment of practices with cultural beliefs, feelings 
evoked within the cultural-cognitive element may range from positive affect of 
certainty and confidence, to negative feelings of confusion and disorientation. 
Finally, legitimacy is inferred when activities conform to common meanings and 
definitions of activities and situations (Scott, 1995). For example, legal 
requirements, professional mandates, and the prevalence of certain types of 
organisational forms, define the taken-for-granted view of the world that 
organisations confront (Scott, Ruef, Mendel, & Caronna, 2000). 
Common understandings of organisational roles develop, as particular actions 
are associated with particular actors. However, differentiated roles can also develop 
in localised contexts as repetitive patterns of action gradually become habitualised 
and objectified (Scott, 2008b). The ways in which disability employment practices 
are carried out may be influenced, for example, by the effort of individual actors to 
align these practices with the formal structure of the organisation, or alternatively, 
shared meanings of disability employment may allow these practices to continue 
outside the formal structure (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). The introduction of disability 
employment practices into an organisation may cause disruption to the status quo due 
to lack of procedures, negative attitudes toward people with disability, or lack of an 
existing social structure to legitimise the activities. 
Summary of Theoretical Framework 
 
Institutional Theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977), and, in particular, Scott’s (2008b) 
Three Pillar conceptualisation of institutions, has been chosen as the theoretical lens 
to guide the methodology and data analysis to explore how organisations adopt and 
sustain disability employment practices. According to the Three Pillar framework 
(Scott, 2008b), organisations align their activities, behaviours and resources 
according to different underlying assumptions of the three elements: regulative, 
normative and cultural-cognitive. These underlying assumptions include motives for 
compliance, basis of order, logics of action, and source of legitimacy. The  
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framework provides a scaffold to address how organisations legitimise disability 
employment practices within existing organisational structures, and how they 
legitimise these practices within the internal and external operating environments. 
 
Formulation of Research Questions 
 
Scott’s (2008b) Three Pillar Framework serves to explain how actors, operating 
within organisations, align disability employment practices with their organisational 
structure, and how these practices are legitimated within the organisational context. 
The underlying assumptions of each element also provide an analytical focus for data 
analysis. That is, examining and differentiating between the bases of legitimacy 
across the three individual elements offers an effective means through which to 
explain how disability employment practices are adopted and sustained in 
organisations. Based on this framework, the following questions were formulated to 
guide the analysis: 
I. What are the mechanisms that underlie the adoption of disability employment 
practices within Australian organisations? 
II. How d o   (or  do  not)  these  mechanisms  sustain  disability  employment 
practices? 
III. What are the sources of legitimacy of disability employment in Australia? 
 
There is benefit in examining the three elements separately and differentiating 
between the underlying assumptions of each element in order to reveal the 
mechanisms that legitimise disability employment practices within an organisation 
(Scott, 2008b) (refer Table 3.3). However, the three elements may also be 
represented on a continuum, as Hoffman (cited in Scott, 2008b) explains, “[moving] 
from the conscious to the unconscious, from the legally enforced to the take for 
granted” (p. 50). Therefore, the following question is proposed: 
IV. How do the regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive elements interact 
and align to legitimise disability employment practices? 
Furthermore, contextual factors of organisations may also have an impact on the 
prominence of elements within different organisational settings (Scott, 2008b). 
Organisations are often confronted with multiple, and at times conflicting, pressures 
and demands from their institutional environment (Meyer & Scott, 1983). In some 
organisational contexts, the institutional elements may appear as interdependent and 
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mutually supportive, whereas in other contexts, one element may dominate over the 
others. Therefore, further investigation into how these elements appear across 
different levels of an organisation would provide the opportunity for a more complex 
analysis of each element across different contexts.  An organisation that has a nested 
structure would facilitate this type of analysis. 
A nested organisational structure is one that has a Parent Company overseeing 
multiple Business Units, or brands associated with the Parent Company, and multiple 
organisational settings under each Business Unit. Exploring a nested organizational 
structure allows for an examination of practices at the meso-level of the organisation, 
the level of the Parent Company, and the micro-level, including individual business 
units and the various workplace settings within these units. A research design that 
compares practices at these multiple levels, will build knowledge of how practices 
are aligned with differing organisational structures and activities; the extent to which 
rationalisations of disability employment practices are evident as shared 
understandings; and the similarities and differences in the drivers of the 
legitimisation of the practices across each level of the organisation. 
 
Table 3.3 
 
Three Pillar Framework for Analysis 
 
Underlying 
Assumption 
Regulative 
Element 
Normative 
Element 
Cultural-Cognitive 
Element 
Motive for 
compliance 
Expedience Social Obligation Shared 
Understanding 
Basis of order Regulative Rules Binding 
expectations 
Constitutive 
Schema 
Logic of action Instrumentality Appropriateness Orthodoxy 
Affect Fear - innocence Shame - honour Certainty - 
confusion 
Basis of 
legitimacy 
Legally sanctioned Morally Governed Comprehensible; 
 
Recognisable; 
 
Culturally 
supported 
 
Source: Scott, W. R. (2008). Institutions and Organizations: Ideas and Interests (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks: Sage 
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The nested organisational structure also provides an opportunity to explore how 
internal organisational policies, rules, and expectations of compliance to such 
policies and rules created by the Parent Company, as the meso-level, impacts upon 
the ways in which each Business Unit, at the local-level, responds. Within a nested 
organisational structure, it is possible that different Business Units may construct 
organisational practices that may align with the policies and rules imposed by the 
Parent Company but may appear differently within each Business Unit. As the 
stakeholders of each Business Unit, for example customer bases, may vary between 
units, and across local settings within each Business Unit, the priority attributed to 
different stakeholders’ expectations of the legitimacy of certain organisational 
practices may also vary across levels of the nested organisational structure. This 
may appear in the case of newly-established Business Units and local settings 
wherein priorities may be driven more by pressures arising from the technical 
environment, such as pressures from competitors and meeting profit targets, rather 
than establishing relational ties with the local community. Therefore, the disability 
employment practices conceptualised at the Parent Company level may differ in 
praxis at the Business Unit level. 
Hence the research design adopted for the study not only provides the 
opportunity for comparison of the three elements across organisational and 
workplace contexts, it also allows for analysis of the tensions that may arise through 
the processes of aligning, rationalising and legitimising disability employment 
practices within and across different organisational structures and activities. 
Therefore the final question will guide this exploration into the dynamics of the three 
elements across organisational levels and settings. 
V. What are the legitimising mechanisms underlying the adopting and sustaining of 
disability employment practices across different organisational contexts? 
Chapter Summary 
 
Existing research exploring disability employment practices within organisations 
has tended to focus on the reasons why these practices are not adopted. Concerns 
such as cost-benefit rationalisation, reasonable adjustments to the working 
environment to accommodate the needs of people with disability, and individual 
differences  in  understandings  of  disability,  contribute  to  the  motivations  behind 
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organisational decisions to employ people with disability. However the extant 
research does not address how organisations adopt and sustain disability employment 
practices. Therefore, there is a gap in the knowledge-field of disability employment 
that explains how organisations that currently employ people with disability 
legitimise recruitment practices within and outside their organisations. Furthermore, 
as the majority of literature was generated from outside the Australian context, there 
is deficient understanding of disability employment within the social and political 
environment of Australia. Finally, studies have collected data from across 
organisations, which have resulted in an incomplete understanding of how an 
organisation legitimises the adopting and sustaining of disability employment 
practices within and across organisational levels. 
In order to address the gaps in the current disability employment literature and to 
answer the research questions guiding this study, Institutional Theory, in particular 
the Three Pillar Framework, was chosen as the theoretical approach to explore the 
ways in which an Australian organisation, currently employing people with 
disability, legitimises disability employment practices within their internal operating 
context and the wider social and political environment of disability employment 
The following chapter presents the methodology of this study and will explain in 
detail how the Three Pillar Framework guided the analysis of the data collected from 
the case organisation, which comprised a nested organisational structure. 
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Chapter Four presents a review of the research design and underlying 
assumptions guiding the qualitative case study method chosen, the sampling 
procedure employed, the data collection technique undertaken, and the protocols for 
data analysis. The rationale for decisions regarding the selection of these procedures 
and techniques is given in terms of appropriateness to inform the research questions. 
Contextual information about the case organisation identified for data collection for 
the study is presented, and considerations regarding the overall quality of the study 
and ethical issues are discussed. 
The Research Paradigm 
 
Research design “is the logical sequence that connects the empirical data to a 
study’s initial research questions and ultimately, to its conclusions” (Yin, 2009, p.26) 
Underpinning the logic of research design is the researcher’s assumptions of the 
nature of reality (ontology), and the basis for knowledge creation and truth 
(epistemology) (Maxwell, 2012). The research was situated within the critical realist 
paradigm (Bhaskar, 1993; O'Mahoney & Vincent, 2014). For the critical realist, 
ontology is of primary concern over epistemology (Archer, Bhaskar, Collier, 
Lawson, & Norrie, 2013). 
Bhaskar (1993) proposes a ‘stratified reality ontology’ of critical realism 
whereby our knowledge of reality is comprised of complex overlapping layers. Each 
layer has its own distinctive properties and characteristics, but each is a part of an 
interacting whole. These layers are organised hierarchically insofar as they exist at 
different levels, and research from the critical realist perspective must consider these 
levels when attempting to provide an explanation of social phenomena (Bhaskar, 
1993). The three layers are: the ‘real’ (the generative causal laws, mechanisms and 
tendencies which by their nature are unobservable), the ‘actual’ (the events, 
observable or otherwise, that occur in space and time), and the ‘empirical’ (what we 
can observe and what we perceive to be the case) (Bhaskar, 1993). 
The ability to understand reality is limited by our own limitation in 
understanding what is real. Therefore, it is the manifestation of interacting 
mechanisms  that  become  observable  in  actual  day-to-day  events  that  allow  the 
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researcher to examine their existence. As such, events cannot be understood in 
isolation from their environments (Archer et al., 2013; Bhaskar, 1993). This view of 
ontology affects the epistemology of critical realism: 
“Critical realism acknowledges that social phenomena are 
intrinsically meaningful, and hence that meaning is not only externally 
descriptive of them but constitutive of them. Meaning has to be 
understood, it cannot be measured or counted, and hence there is 
always an interpretative or hermeneutic element in social science” 
(Sayer, 2000, p. 17). 
Hence, the epistemology accepted by critical realism shares some common 
ground with social constructionism and interpretivism (Easton, 2010; Sayer, 2000). 
For example, although the world may be socially constructed to a point, the critical 
realist perspective acknowledges that there is a reality out there, which may not be 
observable (Easton, 2010). As events occur as a result of the mechanisms that 
operate at the real level, not all results of these mechanisms are capable of being 
observed (O’Mahoney & Vincent, 2014). Observations of events at the actual level 
are made and experienced by the researcher within the empirical level (O’Mahoney 
& Vincent, 2014). Therefore a process of interpretation intervenes between the two 
levels. 
Critical realists also emphasise that social action “takes place in the context 
of pre-existing social relations and structures, with both have constraining and 
facilitating implications for such action” (Smith & Elger, 2014, p. 111). Research 
methods, such as interviewing (Smith & Elger, 2014), and case studies (Ackroyd & 
Karlsson, 2014; Easton, 2010) are chosen by the critical realist to gain an 
appreciation of actors’ interpretations of social reality and competing accounts of 
events by analysing the social contexts in which they act. 
Qualitative Case Study Method 
 
The guiding research question of the study is: How do Australian organisations 
adopt and sustain disability employment practices? As presented in Chapter Three, 
the data analysis was guided by the Three Pillar framework (Scott, 2008b), and as 
such, certain questions emerged as salient within this framework in relation to the 
purpose of the study (Table 4.1).  A qualitative case study methodology was chosen 
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Table 4.1 
 
Sub-research Questions to Address the Guiding Research Question 
 
 
 
Guiding Research Question: 
 
How do Australian organisations adopt and sustain disability employment 
practices? 
 
 
 
I. What are the mechanisms that underlie the adoption of disability 
employment practices within Australian organisations? 
II. How do (or do not) these mechanisms sustain disability employment 
practices? 
III. What are the   of disability employment in Australia? 
 
IV. How do the regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive elements interact 
and align to legitimise disability employment practices? 
V. What are the legitimising mechanisms underlying the adopting and 
sustaining of disability employment practices across different 
organisational contexts? 
 
 
 
 
for this study as the research questions required an approach that enabled rich 
description and explanation of how disability employment practices are legitimised 
within organisational contexts as informed by the interviewees’ understandings and 
perceptions. Furthermore, case studies are useful in explaining the inherent 
complexity of social phenomena and provide the basis for multiple levels of 
analysis (Yin, 2012) and this method is aligned with the critical realist 
perspective underpinning this study (Ackroyd & Karlsson, 2014; Bhaskar, 1993; 
Easton, 2010). Finally this method is consistent with the theoretical lens 
guiding the study: the Three Pillar Framework, situated within Institutional Theory 
(Scott, 2008b). 
As discussed in Chapter Three, previous studies examining disability 
employment from the organisational perspective have focused on individual accounts 
of actors, deemed to be representative of different organisational contexts. However, 
the relationship between context and disability employment has not been adequately 
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explored in previous research.  The use of the case study in the current research 
was deemed appropriate and logical to address this gap as it enabled a rich 
analysis of the contextual conditions that were highly pertinent within the scope 
of the research (Yin, 2009). 
Case Study Design 
 
The case study design is suited to research when it is difficult to distinguish 
between a phenomenon and its context (Suddaby & Lefsrud, 2010). Case study 
designs fall broadly into two categories: single or multiple case study designs. A 
single case study design is organised around one case, whereas the multiple case 
study design employs two or more cases (Yin, 2014). According to Yin (2014), a 
single case may be considered if it is unique, prototypical or revelatory to the 
understanding of the phenomenon under investigation. In the current research, the 
single case design was deemed most appropriate to provide a description of how a 
single organisation that currently employs people with disability, aligns disability 
employment practices with everyday activities, and legitimises these practices within 
their usual operating contexts. 
Yin (2014) extends the single case study design to incorporate multiple units of 
analysis at different levels of the case. Referred to as embedded case studies (Yin, 
2014), this design identifies a number of sub-units within the case organisation which 
allows for the collection of evidence from various units, and levels, within the one 
organisation. Hence, the embedded design facilitated a focus on: What are the 
legitimising mechanisms underlying the adopting and sustaining of disability 
employment practices across different organisational contexts? (refer Table 4.1). 
Specifically, the embedded case study provides a means of comparison of the 
mechanisms underlying the adopting and sustaining of disability employment 
practices within and across different organisational contexts. This technique 
appropriately explores the complex networks of interactions within and between 
individual actors, organisations, and their fields (Suddaby & Lefsrud, 2010), and is 
consistent with the theoretical lens guiding the study within a nested organisational 
structure. 
One problem with an embedded case study design, as identified by Yin (2014), 
occurs when the focus of the study is only on the subunit level and neglects to return 
to the larger unit of analysis.   Hence a failure to return to the original case level 
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results in a multiple case study design rather than an embedded design. This 
limitation was addressed through a comparative analysis of the data collected from 
the Parent Company level, and the two Business Unit levels, by including a specific 
research sub-question that requires a comparison between subunits and with the 
larger case unit. Embedded units of analysis can be selected through sampling 
techniques (Yin, 2014), such as a stratified purposeful sampling strategy, which is 
detailed in the following sampling strategy section. 
Sampling Strategy 
 
The population of the study was Australian organisations. The Australian 
context in which the research was conducted usefully illustrated issues of disability 
employment insofar as there is limited Australian empirical research in the area, yet 
high levels of political and social interest have been expressed. A purposeful 
sampling strategy (Creswell, 2007) was utilised to ensure the selection of the chosen 
case organisation was based on the characteristics informed by the theoretical 
framework (Yin, 2012). The units of analysis in this study were Australian 
organisations that currently employ people with disabilities, the actors within the 
organisation involved in disability employment, and organisational processes and 
practices that reflect the organisations’ level of engagement in disability 
employment. The sampling frame included organisations operating in Australia that 
currently engage in disability employment practices and have a current partnership 
agreement with the National Disability Recruitment Coordinator (NDRC). 
Case selection: stratified purposeful sampling strategy 
 
Creswell (2007) argues that case selection requires that the researcher establish a 
rationale for his/her purposeful sampling strategy for selecting the case. 
Furthermore, Patton (1990) posits that a stratified purposeful sampling strategy is 
useful when the researcher needs to illustrate characteristics of particular sub-groups 
of interest to facilitate comparisons. As previously discussed, to answer the fifth 
sub-research question: What are the legitimising mechanisms underlying the 
adopting and sustaining of disability employment practices across different 
organisational contexts?, a case organisation with sub-groups, or an embedded case 
study design was required.  Therefore the stratified purposeful sampling strategy was 
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Case 
Organisation 
 
Prominent 
industry for 
Disability 
Employment 
(As per ABS 
 
Supermarket   
& Hardware 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Organisations 
Partnered with 
NDRC 
(As per NDRC 
Website) 
Retail 
Industry 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
figures) 
 
 
Case Organisation 
selection: 
1. Different sub- 
groups 
2. Currently 
employs people 
with disability 
Business Unit 
Selection 
1. Difference in 
period of trading 
(long vs short) 
2. Stores trading 
and located within 
100 km of 
Brisbane CBD 
3. Currently 
employs people 
with disability 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1. Stratified purposeful sampling strategy 
 
 
 
deemed appropriate for this study.  The criteria used to select the case organisation 
and sub-groups is summarised in Figure 4.1, and then described in detail. 
Particular criteria for selection of the case organisation were identified. Firstly, 
the case organisation should have a partnership with NDRC. This criterion was 
critical due to the current regulatory environment of disability employment in 
Australia, as outlined in Chapter Two. The NDRC website was accessed to ascertain 
their organisational partners, which represent a variety of industries including the 
banking and finance sectors, public utilities and retail (Workfocus Australia, 2012) 
(Appendix A). 
The next step in the case selection was to identify an industry that has a high 
proportion of people with disability employed within the sector. Recent statistics 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2012) reveal that Health Services, Manufacturing, 
Construction and Retail, are the four industries that have the highest percentage of 
people with disability employed (see Figure 4.2). 
The three sectors employing the highest number of people with disabilities 
(Health Services, Manufacturing, and Construction) were not represented in 
partnerships with NDRC (Workfocus Australia, 2012). However, the NDRC was 
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Figure 4.2. Representation of people with disability in the workforce according to industry. 
Reprinted from Australian Bureau of Statistics (2012). Disability, Australia, 2009. Retrieved 
from http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/ 
 
 
 
partnered with one retail company (the industry ranked 4
th
). This identified 
organisation is one of Australia’s largest retail companies and has a complex 
divisional organisational structure wherein the organisation manages several 
divisions with brands that are representative of various product sectors within the 
retail industry (RetailCo, 2012b). As the organisation has requested not to be 
referred to by name in this study, the case organisation has been named as RetailCo 
throughout the remainder of this thesis. 
As outlined earlier, the case organisation for the study required a nested 
organisational structure. An example of a nested organisational structure is one that 
has a Parent Company overseeing multiple Business Units and multiple 
organisational settings within each Business Unit. Exploring a nested organisational 
structure would incorporate the meso-level of the organisation, the Parent Company, 
and micro-level, or local level, of the organisation, the Business Units.  This nested 
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structure allowed for exploration and comparison of the practices, rationales and 
sources of legitimacy for disability employment within and across organisational 
contexts. 
The various organisational brands within the case organisation (RetailCo, 
2012b) operate as individual Business Units (Bhattacharyya, 2009) and are managed 
according to location and region. Each region is further divided into smaller areas, 
and within each of these areas, the management of individual stores or outlets rests 
with the Store Managers. This structure facilitates the decentralisation of 
management authority and responsibilities to the local level of the organisation. 
Therefore this organisation was chosen as the case organisation for the study. 
To enable comparison between the levels of the case organisation, Business 
Units were selected based on three additional criteria. Firstly a difference in the 
period that the Business Units had been trading for was required to create a 
distinction between new and established practices. Secondly the Business Units 
should have stores in operation within 100 km of Brisbane, Queensland, for 
convenience of data collection by the researcher. Finally, the individual stores from 
which the data was collected must have had at least one employee with disability 
currently employed, to ensure interviewees have some level of experience with 
disability employment. 
Two Business Units within RetailCo meeting the above criteria were identified: 
Supermarket and Hardware (RetailCo, 2012b). The Supermarket Business Unit was 
the original business from which RetailCo has been built, and thus has been trading 
in Brisbane for a considerable time. The Hardware Business Unit is relatively new to 
Brisbane, and indeed Australia, and has been operating for approximately three 
years. New stores are opening around the country with a number of stores located 
within a 100km radius of Brisbane. The selection of the Supermarket and Hardware 
Business Units allowed for a comparison between an established and a new 
organisation under the same Parent Company. The Queensland Head Offices of both 
Business Units company were be targeted for data collection and three stores were 
approached within each Business Unit, and a minimum of three floor staff, in 
addition to the Store Manager within each Supermarket and Hardware store were 
included in the sample. Figure 4.3 presents the embedded case study design for the 
study. 
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Figure 4.3.  Embedded case study design for RetailCo 
 
 
 
RetailCo and Disability Employment 
 
RetailCo actively promotes workforce diversity, in particular, people with 
disability (RetailCo, 2013). During 2010, in response to a comprehensive review of 
the organisation’s corporate government policies and practices, RetailCo amended 
relevant charters and policies to reflect amendments to the ASX Recommendations 
(KPMG, 2013) to their governance framework. One of these changes was an early 
adoption strategy to address the ASX requirements surrounding diversity within the 
workplace (see Table 4.2). Although these reporting requirements, and 
establishment of a diversity plan, were not required until the financial year ending 
2012, RetailCo created a diversity policy (RetailCo, 2014c) (Appendix B) and began 
reporting measurable objectives and outcomes within Annual Reports from 2011. 
Examples of the disability-related measurable objectives and outcomes reported in 
the organisation’s Annual Reports are presented in Table 4.3. 
Prior to the creation of the diversity policy in September 2010, workplace 
diversity objectives were incorporated within the Anti-Discrimination and Equal 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Parent 
Company 
Business 
Unit 
Store 
Manager 
Store 
Floor 
Staff 
S1 X 3 
Supermarket 
S2 X 3 
Case 
Organisation 
S3 S3 
H1 X 3 
Hardware 
H2 X 3 
H3 X 3 
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Table 4.2 
 
ASX Recommendations Regarding Diversity Reporting 
 
Recommendation Entity must report on an ‘if not why not’ basis 
3.2 Establish a diversity policy. 
 
Disclose the diversity policy or a summary of that policy. 
 
Include in the diversity policy requirements for the board to establish 
and annually assess measurable objectives and the progress towards 
achieving them. 
Disclose in each annual report the measurable objectives for achieving 
gender diversity and progress towards achieving them. 
3.4 Disclose in each annual report the proportion of women employees in 
the organisation, women in senior executive positions and women on 
the board. 
3.5 Disclose in the corporate governance statement of the annual report an 
explanation of any departure from the Recommendations. 
 
Diversity policy should be made publicly available ideally by posting 
the diversity policy or summary of it on the entity’s website. 
Source: KPMG. (2013). ASX Corporate Governance Council Principles and Recommendations on Diversity. 
http://www.asx.com.au/documents/asx-compliance/asxkpmg-diversity-report-31-dec-11-to-30-dec-12-final.pdf 
 
 
 
Employment Opportunity section of the employee Code of Conduct (Appendix C). 
Although the ASX requirements surrounding diversity generally refers to equality in 
gender representation within organisations, in accordance with the Workplace 
Gender Equality Act 2012 (Australian Government Workplace Gender Equality 
Agency, 2015), RetailCo extended their diversity policy (Appendix B) to include 
mature age, indigenous Australians, and people with disability. This inclusion of 
people with disability, in particular, is demonstrated in the reporting within the 
Annual Reports from 2010 (RetailCo, 2014a). Table 4.3 presents a summary of the 
specific references made within RetailCo Annual Reports from the financial year 
ending (FYE) 2010 to the FYE 2014, regarding measurable objectives and outcomes 
around disability employment. No reference is made to disability employment either 
within the areas of diversity or Equal Employment Opportunity policies, in the 
Annual Reports prior to FYE 2010 (RetailCo, 2014a). 
. 
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Table 4.3 
 
Disability Related Measurable Objectives and Outcomes Reported in the Organisational Annual Reports 
 
 
Disability 
Employment 
 
OUTCOME OF MEASURABLE OBJECTIVE REPORTED IN ANNUAL REPORT 
 
 
 
Measurable 
Objective 
FYE 
2010 
FYE 
2011 
FYE 
2012 
FYE 
2013 
FYE 
2014 
 
 
Provide people No statistical Does not require its Does not require its Some 3,061** employees Some 3,651** 
with a data employees to declare employees to declare declared that they have employees declared 
disability 
employment 
opportunities 
and career 
advancement 
included whether they have a 
disability. However, 567* 
employees have 
voluntarily declared that 
they have a disability. 
whether they have a 
disability. 
However, 939* 
employees have 
voluntarily declared 
that they have a 
disability. 
A disability through the 
engagement survey showing 
continued participation of 
people with disability in our 
workforce. 
that they have a 
disability through the 
engagement survey 
showing increased 
participation of people 
with a disability in our 
workforce; on last 
year. 
We continue to work 
with Disability 
Employment Services 
(DES) to promote 
access to employment 
for people with a 
disability. 
 
 
 
Source:  RetailCo Ltd Annual Reports, Retrieved from http://www.retailco.com.au/page/Invest_In_Us/Reports/Reports/ 
Notes: Prior to 2010, no reference to disability or diversity appeared in Annual Reports. 
*number of people who reported to have a disability and recruited within the relevant FYE. 
**number of people who reported to have a disability employed at the time of the staff survey 
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Within the Annual Reports, the outcomes achieved during each FYE are 
presented against the generic measurable objective: Provide people with a disability 
employment opportunities and career advancement (RetailCo, 2014a). These 
outcomes include a gold membership with the Australian Network on Disability 
(Australian Network on Disability, 2014c), and the Australian Human Resource 
Institute (AHRI) Disability Employment Award in 2013 for its outstanding 
contribution to disability recruitment (RetailCo, 2014b). The Annual Reports also 
offer statistical information about the number of people with disability employed in 
a given year; however, as displayed in Table 4.3, the format of reporting 
changed during FYE 2013 from reporting the number of people with disability 
recruited, to the number of people with disability currently employed across the 
organisation. Based on this information, RetailCo and the two Business Units, 
Supermarket and Hardware, meet the criteria of the purposeful sampling 
strategy. The following section details the steps followed to ensure that the 
participants selected within RetailCo were familiar with disability employment 
practices 
Procedure 
 
Following appropriate ethical approval gained from the University Human 
Research Ethics Committee (UHREC) at the Queensland University of Technology 
(QUT) (QUT Ethics Approval Number: 1400000211), the data collection phase was 
conducted. Initial contact was made with the Manager of the NDRC to discuss the 
scope of the research and to request assistance for access into RetailCo. The NDRC 
manager identified the Diversity Manager of RetailCo as the most suitable 
organisational contact. The NDRC manager gave the researcher the contact details 
of the Diversity Manager to make initial contact via email, attaching the tailored 
research proposal for RetailCo. Written confirmation of approval to participate in 
the project from the Diversity Manager, on behalf of RetailCo, was received. 
RetailCo requested not to be referred to by its trading name within the study. 
Participants 
 
The participants of the study, also referred to as interviewees, represented both 
the meso-level and micro-level of the organisation. The meso-level of RetailCo was 
the Parent Company. The Parent Company participants were identified as the 
Diversity Manager and four Human Resource (HR) representatives. The Diversity 
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Manager identified the most suitable HR representatives as one HR Officer within 
the Shared Services Unit in Brisbane, and representatives from the HR unit of the 
Hardware Business Unit. Although the HR functions have been centralised into 
Shared Services Units, and organised by regions rather than by Business Units, at the 
time of data collection, the Hardware Business Unit still had a separate HR unit. Due 
to the recent formation of the Business Unit, and the relatively large number of new 
store openings in a short period of time, dedicated HR staff were working on 
recruitment and staffing protocols for the Hardware Business Unit in conjunction 
with the HR Shared Services Unit. The HR Shared Services Unit representative was 
mainly responsible for the HR activities of the Supermarket Business Unit, within the 
context of this study. 
The Diversity Manager made initial contact with the Human Resource 
representatives from both Supermarket and Hardware Business Units, and forwarded 
their telephone contact details to the researcher. Interviews were scheduled with 
these representatives. At the time of the interviews, the selection criteria for the 
Supermarket and Hardware stores were outlined.  These criteria were: 
1) The store must be currently employing at least one person with disability 
2) The store must be physically located within a 100km radius of the Brisbane 
CBD. 
3) The Store Managers should agree to themselves and staff to be involved in 
the data collection process. 
The Human Resource representatives made contact with the managers of the 
stores they selected and emailed these contact details directly to the researcher. The 
researcher then made direct telephone contact with these Store Managers and 
scheduled days that the interviews would be conducted. Each Store Manager (from 
both Supermarket and Hardware Business Units) contacted agreed to participate in 
the data collection and ensured that at least three staff members were made available 
to participate on the scheduled day of the interviews. Hence, the Store Manager 
from each store identified the floor staff included in the sample according to 
suitability and availability on the day of the site visits. 
The researcher conducted all interviews at each store location in a private area. 
As a result of this coordination, data was able to be collected at each store during a 
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single visit, ensuring minimal inconvenience at each site. The data collection phase, 
as detailed in the following section, was conducted over a period of six months from 
initial contact with the Manager of NDRC to the final interview. A total of 33 
employees from RetailCo and three representatives from the NDRC were 
interviewed. A summary of the details of the participants from RetailCo, including 
the level of the organisation they are currently working in, the number of years 
served within their current role (and Store), the total number of years employed with 
RetailCo, and the extent of disability employment experience (minimal to extensive), 
is presented in Figure 4.4. 
Data Collection Technique: Semi-structured Interview 
 
Data was collected through semi-structured interviews (Galletta, 2013) with 
identified participants within the Parent Company and Business Unit levels (Yin, 
2012). The interview technique was chosen over other techniques, such as a survey, 
as it offers greater depth than other research techniques (Silverman, 2013). 
Furthermore, given the potential sensitivity of the nature of inquiry, specifically the 
expression of personal beliefs and understandings of organisational processes around 
people with disability, the interview technique provided a format that encouraged 
openness and candidness than an alternative technique such as focus groups 
(Marshall & Rossman, 2011). 
Marshall and Rossman (2011) describe three common types of interview 
techniques: unstructured (delivered in a conversational style), semi-structured 
(guided by a series of pre-determined questions or topics) and structured questions 
(adhering to a set script). The semi-structured technique was deemed most 
appropriate due to its variation in its use of questions and prompts to draw 
participants more fully into the research topic (Galletta, 2013). By combining both 
open-ended and theoretically-driven questions, the data collected remained grounded 
in the experiences of the participants whilst guided by the research questions. 
Furthermore, although the questions followed a protocol (see Interview Protocol in 
Appendix D) they were proposed in an open-ended manner to avoid leading the 
participants’ responses, and allowed for follow-up and probing questions to be asked 
as required (Galletta, 2013). In some cases, redundant questions were not asked and 
at times the ordering of the questions was altered as the interview progressed to 
maintain a flowing exchange between the researcher and the participant. 
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Figure 4.4. Participants according to level of organisation, years served within current store 
and role, years employed by Parent Company, disability employment (DE) experience (in 
years) 
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The interview process 
 
In addition to the structure of the interview as outlined in the Interview Protocol 
(Appendix D), the following describes the general interview process that was 
followed with all participants. Although the physical locations differed due to the 
interviews being conducted across different stores and locations, the same criteria for 
privacy and confidentiality were observed for every interview. Each interview was 
conducted in a quiet and private area away from customers and other staff. 
At the beginning of the interview, each participant was provided with the 
Research Project Information Sheet (Appendix E) that contained the information 
he/she needed to make an informed decision about voluntary participation in the 
research. The researcher verbally explained the research topic and purpose, outlined 
the use of the audio-recording device and note taking, confirmed that their 
experiences were within the scope of the research and answered any initial 
questions the participant had about the research approach. They were also reminded 
that their participation in the research project was entirely voluntary and that their 
names, and any other staff names mentioned during the interview, would be 
deleted from the interview transcript and not included in the final report. 
Following the initial introduction to the interview process, each participant was 
asked if they were still willing to participate in the interview, and was given the 
Consent to Participate Form (Appendix F) to sign. The researcher retained the 
signed form, and the participant retained the Information Sheet. All interviewees 
within the stores, originally identified by the Store Managers, agreed to participate in 
the research, and signed the Consent to Participate Form. The average length of the 
interviews was 50 minutes, with some interviews lasting in excess of 1 hour and a 
few lasting 30 minutes. At the close of the interview, the participant was asked again 
if they had any questions regarding the interview, or the research project in general. 
Each participant was then thanked for their participation in the research. No 
incentive for participation was given to any participant. 
Other Data Sources: Triangulation 
 
Yin (2012) suggests the case study method can become more robust when the 
consistency of findings are constantly checked and rechecked from the same and 
different sources.  In order to maximise the construct validity of the findings of the 
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study, data source triangulation was used. Triangulation is defined as “the 
convergence of data collected from different sources to determine the consistency of 
a finding” (Yin, 2014, p. 241). By selecting more than one store within the two 
Business Units, and multiple staff members from within each store, there was more 
scope for replication in interpreting the findings and triangulation of data to establish 
convergence and robustness of the findings (Yin, 2012). 
The data collection phase also included interviews with three representatives 
from the NDRC. The interview format of the interview for these participants was 
less structured than the interview protocol used with the participants from 
RetailCo, however it covered the same content areas. Data from these interviews 
were used to confirm some information provided by the participants. Documentary 
evidence collected during the case study selection phase was used as secondary 
data for triangulation purposes. The NDRC manager and the Diversity Manager of 
RetailCo offered only one additional source of documentary evidence that was 
an internal document created in conjunction with the NDRC. This document was 
called “How to Employ People with Disability”. 
Data analysis 
 
The data analysis phase consists of “examining, categorising, tabulating, testing, 
or otherwise recombining evidence, to produce empirically based findings” (Yin, 
2014, p. 132). This section presents the steps followed and the techniques used in 
the data analysis of the study. 
Preparing the Interview Data 
 
Following the completion of the data collection phase, the interviews were 
professionally transcribed. Each professional transcriber completed a Privacy and 
Confidentiality Agreement and forwarded the form to the researcher (Appendix G). 
The researcher checked the accuracy of each transcribed interview against the 
original recording, and made adjustments where necessary (Silverman, 2013). All 
names of staff were deleted during this process and pseudonyms were assigned. The 
revised transcriptions were then uploaded in software program, NVivo 10. This 
software was used as a tool to code and organise the large amounts of narrative 
text that was collected from the interviews.   Within NVivo 10, the interviews 
were initially divided into the four categories, representing the levels within
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RetailCo (as depicted in Figure 4.3 in this chapter), and the NDRC interview data. 
The first category, Parent Company at the meso-level of RetailCo, contained 
the interview transcripts from the Diversity Manager, the HR Shared Services 
representative, and the three HR representatives from the Hardware Business Unit. 
The second category represented the Supermarket Business Unit, at the micro-level 
of RetailCo. The interviews were further categorised according to the individual 
store. There were three stores represented, each with four participants, including one 
Store Manager from each store. In total, there were 12 interview transcripts in total 
for this Business Unit. The interview transcripts from the third category, the 
Hardware Business Unit and also representing the micro-level of RetailCo were 
further categorised according to the three stores representing this Business Unit 
sample. The fourth category included the interview transcripts from the three NDRC 
representatives, to be used as confirmatory data for the purpose of triangulation. 
Each participant was assigned a unique code (Appendix H) that represented the 
category, position held, store number, and participant number within the store. The 
data analysis was performed on each category separately. As such the findings and 
analyses for the Parent Company, Supermarket Business Unit, and Hardware 
Business Unit, are presented separately in Chapters Five, Six, and Seven, 
respectively. 
Thematic Analysis Technique 
 
Thematic analysis was chosen as the approach to the analysis of the data 
(Boyatzis, 1998; Lapadat, 2010). It is an analytical technique and synthesising 
strategy used to reduce and manage large volumes of data without losing the context 
(Lapadat, 2010). This process allows the researcher to get close to the data through 
organising and summarising the data to focus on the interpretation process. The 
interpretation of the data was a recursive and iterative process that involved 
repetition to ensure the research sub-questions were answered (Yin, 2012). The 
thematic analysis technique involves identifying themes, or patterns of meaning, 
coding and classifying textual data according to these themes, and interpreting the 
themes through commonalities and overarching patterns (Boyatzis, 1998; Lapadat, 
2010). 
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A basic technique used in thematic analysis is coding: a process of closely 
inspecting text to identify recurrent themes, topics and relationships, and marking 
similar text with a code, for later categorisation and retrieval (Lapadat, 2010). Two 
approaches to inform the identification of codes are commonly used within thematic 
analysis. The deductive approach identifies codes and related texts based on 
theoretical constructs, and the inductive approach relies on common themes, or 
patterns, within the data to emerge (Lapadat, 2010). These two approaches were 
used within the thematic analysis of the interview data. 
Firstly, a deductive approach based on an a priori template of codes (Crabtree & 
Miller, 1999), informed by the theoretical lens of the Three Pillar Framework (Scott, 
2008) was used during the initial coding stage. As such, initial coding was theory- 
driven. As outlined by Patton and Patton (2002), this represents a theoretical 
thematic approach that ensures the analysis is guided by the researcher’s theoretical 
interest in the area. 
Initial open coding, within each of the three categories: Parent Company; 
Supermarket Business Unit; and Hardware Business Unit, was informed by the 
definitions of the three institutional elements of the Three Pillar Framework (Scott, 
2008b) (Table 4.4). The data was extracted according to the definitions of the 
regulative, normative, or cultural-cognitive elements, as displayed in Table 4.5, and 
initially assigned to these codes. A data extract could consist of a single sentence or 
an entire paragraph. A code (representing the three institutional elements) was then 
affixed to text that represented that theme. During this deductive initial coding 
phase, the guiding descriptions of the institutional elements were revisited as often as 
possible to ensure the process of inquiry remained within its original parameters 
(Yin, 2014). To facilitate further synthesis and pattern matching of the data for 
interpretation to answer the research questions (Yin, 2014), deductive analysis was 
also used following the underlying assumptions of each institutional element (Scott, 
2008b), as presented in Table 4.4. 
A data-driven inductive approach (Boyatzis, 1998; Lapadat, 2010) was used to 
identify the practices, and more specifically the activities and behaviours associated 
with disability employment. These were also identified according to the relevant 
institutional element, and within the Parent Company, Supermarket Business Unit, 
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Table 4.4 
 
Underlying Assumptions of Institutional Elements used for Coding 
 
Underlying 
Assumption 
Regulative 
Element 
Normative 
Element 
Cultural-Cognitive 
Element 
Basis of 
Compliance 
Expedience Social Obligation Shared 
Understanding 
Basis of 
order 
Regulative Rules Binding expectations Constitutive 
Schema 
Logic of 
Action 
Instrumentality Appropriateness Orthodoxy 
Affect Fear - innocence Shame - honour Certainty - 
confusion 
Basis of 
legitimacy 
Legally sanctioned Morally Governed Recognisable 
Source: Adapted from Scott, W. R. (2008). Institutions and Organizations: Ideas and Interests (3rd ed.). 
Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
 
 
Table 4.5 
Definitions of Institutional Elements used for Initial Coding 
 
Element Guiding description for initial coding 
Regulative  Explicit regulatory processes that guide and constrain behaviours; 
 Presence of regulative rules or rule setting, monitoring activities or 
systems; 
 Use of incentives or sanction to reward or punish behaviours 
Normative  Moral basis for activities and behaviours: ‘the right thing to do’ 
 Values guiding actions rather than rules or laws 
 Social norms indicate ‘how things should be done’ 
Cultural- 
Cognitive 
 Expressions of common beliefs and understandings 
 Activities and behaviours are unquestionable as ‘there is no other 
way’ 
Source: Adapted from Scott, W. R. (2008). Institutions and Organizations: Ideas and Interests (3rd ed.). 
Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
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and Hardware Business Unit, separately. The inductive approach is considered an 
appropriate means of exploring phenomena, defined as “repeated patterns of 
happenings, events, or actions/interactions that represent what people do or say, 
alone or together, in response to the problem and situation in which they find 
themselves” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 130). 
Returning to this deductive approach also allowed the researcher to re-check the 
data coded into the respective institutional element, to ensure consistency with the 
respective underlying assumptions of the element and the practices, activities, and 
behaviours, coded to each element. This process therefore enhanced construct 
validity of the interpretation of the findings (Yin, 2014). 
Inductive coding was then used to prioritise, integrate, synthesise, and 
conceptualise the codes to form higher-order categories as well as to identify patterns 
and associations within the data (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). These higher- 
order categories represent the mechanisms that underpinned the adopting and 
sustaining of disability employment practices revealed within the data for each 
element (regulative, normative, cultural-cognitive) (Scott, 2008b), and within the 
Parent Company, Supermarket Business Unit and Hardware Business Units, 
separately. 
In order to address the final research question (Table 4.1), a comparison between 
the findings of the two Business Units, and also between the Business Units and the 
Parent Company was required. Pattern matching and explanation building were used 
as data analysis techniques in this phase of analysis (Yin, 2014). The comparison of 
findings strengthened the use of rival explanations to explain differences between the 
different levels of RetailCo. Furthermore, the concern related to the embedded 
single-case study design of not returning the analysis to the overall case during the 
analysis stage, was addressed by this question (Yin, 2014). 
Evaluation of Quality of the Research Design 
 
The concept of validity is closely linked with the evaluation of the quality of a 
case study research design. Although the term validity is more closely aligned with 
the positivist paradigm and quantitative approach, the central premise is applicable 
within the qualitative approach and critical realist paradigm (Maxwell, 2012). Terms 
such as “credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability” (Denzin & 
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Lincoln, 2005, p. 24) are more frequently used within qualitative approaches. 
However the underlying concern of validity from a critical realist perspective is that 
‘validity’ refers to “accounts, conclusions, or inferences, not to data” (Maxwell, 
2012, p. 133). 
With regard to the evaluation of the quality, or validity, of a case study design, 
Yin (2014) proposes four logical tests to evaluate the quality of a study. These tests 
are: construct validity, internal validity, external validity and reliability. Yin (2014) 
argues that there are several tactics that can be applied during the entire process of 
conducting the case study to achieve a robust case study design. Table 4.6 presents 
the recommended tactics used in this study’s research design (Yin, 2014, p. 45), and 
the way in which the tactic was used in the study. 
Construct Validity 
 
Construct validity concerns the extent to which a study investigates what it 
claims to investigate (Yin, 2014). To establish this, as recommended by Yin (2014), 
three tactics were utilised within this study. Firstly, data was gathered from a 
number of participants within the same store (or context) to enable confirmation or 
rival explanations for accounts. The study also used secondary data sources to 
confirm information provided by the participants, or to provide support for rival 
explanations. These secondary data sources included the interview data collected 
from the NDRC representatives, the publicly available information concerning 
disability employment from the organisation’s websites, and documentary evidence 
provided by the participants at the time of the interview. 
Yin (2014) defines a chain of evidence as “the links showing how findings come 
from the data that were collected and in turn from the guidelines in case study 
protocol and from the original research questions that strengthen the reliability of a 
case study’s research procedures” (pp. 237-8). From the beginning of the research- 
planning phase, relevant documents, such as emails, interview transcripts, codes, 
were catalogued electronically. Together, this information formed a chain of 
evidence that can be used to recreate the process from the formulation of the research 
questions to the final conclusions of the study (Yin, 2014). 
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Internal Validity 
 
Internal validity concerns establishing “a causal relationship, whereby certain 
conditions are believed to lead to other conditions, as distinguished from spurious 
relationships” (Yin, 2009, p. 40). According to Yin (2014) three tactics can be 
applied within the data analysis phase to address internal validity concerns. Firstly, a 
rival explanations approach, pattern matching, and thematic analyses were applied. A 
rival explanations approach was incorporated into both the data collection and the 
data analysis stages (Patton, 2002; Silverman, 2013). During the interviews, 
participants were prompted for possible alternative explanations, that is, rival 
hypotheses that may account for the phenomena and events under investigation 
(Miles & Humberman, 1994). As recommended by Miles and Huberman (1994) the 
researcher did not attend to singular accounts, but considered the ‘best fit’ of several 
alternative accounts. In addition, thematic analysis was applied to compare an 
empirically based pattern with a predicted one (Yin, 2009). The institutional 
elements and underlying assumptions of each element informed the formulation of 
the research sub-questions and the analyses and explanations that followed. 
Generalisability 
 
According to Yin (2014), the concept of generalisability within case study 
research is one of analytic generalisation. This is based in the logic that “case study 
findings can be extended outside the original case study, based on the relevance of 
similar theoretical concepts or principles” (Yin, 2014, p. 237). The research design 
has provided a basis for a theoretical or logical connection that can be generalised 
from this case to other cases that can be considered to share common characteristics 
(Yin, 2014). 
Reliability 
 
Reliability is concerned with demonstrating that the operations of the study can 
be repeated (Creswell, 2007; Denzin and Lincoln, 1994; Patton, 2002; Yin, 2009). 
The strategies applied to address this issue were: the use of a case study protocol, the 
documenting of the data collection procedures and contextual background on 
RetailCo transcripts of interviews, and a case study database. In principle, this 
enables another investigator to replicate the study. 
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Chapter Summary 
 
This chapter has provided a discussion on the research design and underlying 
assumptions of the study. The research was situated within the critical realist 
research paradigm and a qualitative approach was applied to the methodology. An 
embedded case study design was used, and a purposeful sampling strategy ensured 
RetailCo chosen would represent the phenomenon under investigation, disability 
employment, and the participants would have knowledge and understanding of the 
topic to provide data relevant to the research questions. The embedded design 
allowed for a comparative analysis between different contexts. Semi-structured 
interviews were used as the primary data collection method, and secondary 
documentary evidence was used for triangulation purposes. Multiple participant 
viewpoints around the topic of disability employment and in particular around the 
research sub-questions were also used to provide information to consider rival 
explanations for the phenomenon within different contexts. The data analysis 
process drew on thematic analysis and used both deductive and inductive approaches 
to the analysis of the interview data, as the research questions were generated from 
the theoretical lens of the Three Pillar Framework (Scott, 2008b). Finally, the 
quality of the research was evaluated and ethical considerations were addressed. 
The following four chapters present the findings and analysis based on the 
methodology outlined in this chapter. The Parent Company findings and analysis are 
presented in the next chapter, followed by a similar format presented for the 
Supermarket Business Unit, in Chapter Six, and the Hardware Business Unit, in 
Chapter Seven. Chapter Eight includes the comparison of findings and analysis 
between the two Business Units, and also compares these with the findings and 
analysis of the Parent Company. 
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Table 4.6 
 
Summary of Approaches used to establish the Quality of the Research 
 
Logical Test Recommended case study tactic How the tactic was used in the study 
Construct 
validity 
Multiple sources of evidence 
(triangulation) 
During data collection: 
 Interviews conducted with several staff in one store within each Business Unit 
 Interviews conducted with external parties: NDRC 
 Documentary evidence used 
 Establish chain of evidence During data analysis: 
 Comprehensive use of citations and cross-referencing used 
 Evidence and context searchable 
 Protocols followed and link to research questions 
Internal validity Address rival explanations During data collection 
 Use of probing and extended questioning during interviews 
During Data Analysis 
 Pattern matching During Data Analysis 
 Thematic analysis During data analysis 
Generalisability 
(External 
validity) 
Use theory in single-case study Research design 
 Theory guiding research questions and analysis 
Reliability Use case study protocols Data collection procedures were fully documented (and therefore repeatable) 
Documented data collection procedure 
 Develop a case study data base NVivo 10, Word and Excel used for data collection and 
 Maintain chain of evidence During data analysis: as above 
 
Source: Adapted from Yin, R. K. (2014). Case Study Research: Design and Methods (5th ed.). Los Angeles: Sage. 
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Chapter 5:  Parent Company Findings 
 
Chapter Five presents the findings that emerged from the Parent Company of 
RetailCo. The data were derived from interviews conducted with the Diversity 
Manager of RetailCo, three Human Resource representatives from the Hardware 
Business Unit, and the representative from the Human Resource Shared Services unit 
(Figure 4.4). Interview data collected from the representatives from the National 
Disability Recruitment Coordinator (NDRC) served as a secondary source with 
regard to the confirmation of certain information revealed in the interviews with the 
representatives from the Parent Company. Figure 5.1 illustrates the position of the 
interviewees of the Parent Company, representing the meso-level of the organisation, 
in relation to the overall case organisation, RetailCo. Appendix H contains the list of 
codes assigned to the interviewees. 
Throughout the presentation of the findings, the extensive use of direct 
quotations from interviewees provides a rich and thick description of the interaction 
between context and interviewee responses. The findings are presented in five 
sections. The first section presents contextual information about the Parent 
Company revealed throughout the interviews that is relevant to disability 
employment practices but which was not publicly accessible and available during the 
case sampling process. This information is deemed important because it provides a 
richer understanding of the overall organisational structure comprising the Parent 
Company, at the meso-level, and the Business Units and individual stores at the 
micro-level, or local level, of the organisation. This information also includes the 
responsibilities of the staff within each level regarding disability employment. 
Following the theoretical framework, the analysis of the data revealed the ways 
in which the Parent Company adopts and sustains disability employment practices. 
The analysis was guided by Scott’s (2008b) argument that institutions are comprised 
of regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive elements that provide meaning to 
social life, and are reflected in activities, relations and resources. The summary of 
the analysis according to the underlying assumptions of each element (Scott, 2008b) 
is presented in Table 5.1. 
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Figure 5.1.  Parent Company interviewees position within RetailCo 
 
 
The findings have been presented under each institutional element and 
incorporate a description of the activities related to disability employment performed 
and facilitated by the Parent Company, the behaviours and relationships that are 
meaningful to the interviewees that have emerged around disability employment, and 
the utilisation of resources that have assisted the Parent Company to adopt and 
sustain disability employment practices. Specifically, the practices and the 
underlying mechanisms that legitimise these practices, and the identified sources of 
legitimacy, have been described within each of the three institutional elements. 
Further analysis revealed the ways in which the elements interact and align  to 
support disability employment as a legitimate practice. 
Therefore, the findings presented in this chapter serve to address the following 
questions: 
I. What are the mechanisms that underlie the adoption of disability employment 
practices at the Parent Company level? 
II. How do (or do not) these mechanisms sustain disability employment 
practices? 
III. What are the sources of legitimacy of disability employment identified at the 
Parent Company level? 
 
 
 
PARENT 
COMPANY 
 
MESO-LEVEL 
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IV. How do the regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive elements interact 
and align to legitimise disability employment at the Parent Company level? 
Contextual Overview of RetailCo 
Organisational structure 
Detailed information about the organisational structure of RetailCo was gathered 
throughout the interview process and through reference to secondary sources, such as 
the company website and information provided by the NDRC interviewees, for 
triangulation purposes. The organisation employs approximately 195,000 
Australians across all Business Units. The Parent Company employs over 3000 
people who perform duties associated with the overall coordination of activities of 
each Business Unit. The Diversity Manager of the Parent Company confirmed her 
role as being responsible for workforce diversity initiatives within the Business Units 
and ensuring that their workforces are representative of the people living within the 
community in which they operate. Her role also entails networking with community 
and business groups sharing common interests in diversity management. For 
example, she stated that RetailCo is a gold member with the Australian Network of 
Disability, and she participates in collective lobbying activities to government in 
relation to disability issues. Therefore, the Diversity Manager acts within the role of 
a spokesperson for disability employment at the Parent Company level and 
operates between the meso-level of the organisation and the macro-levels of 
government and society. 
Over the last five years, RetailCo has undergone changes within its 
organisational structure that have led to the amalgamation of human resource 
functions into larger units referred to as Human Resource Shared Services. The 
scope of responsibilities of these units is determined geographically, rather than by 
Business Unit. Each unit is therefore responsible for general human resource 
functions for all Business Units located within their specified area. One function of 
particular interest in this study is the recruitment function, which will be described in 
detail in the next sub-section. The Hardware Business Unit also had HR 
representatives whose roles were currently outside the scope of the Shared Services 
unit due to the number of new store openings for this newly established Business 
Unit. This level, as illustrated in Figure 5.1, operates at the nexus of the meso-level 
of the organisation and the local level of the Business Units.  The HR representatives 
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report to both the Diversity Manager and Store Managers regarding recruitment 
issues, and operate within a gatekeeper role of recruitment of staff, including people 
with disability. 
The local level of the organisation comprises the individual stores within each 
Business Unit. The Store Managers are vested with authority and responsibility of 
running their store as a single business, yet remain ultimately accountable to the 
Parent Company. With regard to disability employment, each Store Manager is 
responsible for the final decision in the recruitment of staff for their store, although 
the HR Shared Services unit facilitates the administration process. At this local 
level, the actual practices related to disability employment occur on a daily basis. 
The Store Managers and their store staff operate at the coalface of disability 
employment. Therefore the majority of activities and practices directly related to the 
sustaining of disability employment occur at this local level. The findings of the 
local level, the Supermarket and Hardware Business Units, are presented in Chapters 
Six and Seven. 
Organisational recruitment practices 
 
Two methods of recruitment available for applicants with disability were identified. 
 
Formal online recruitment process 
 
In addition to the information provided in Chapter Four regarding the online 
recruitment process for RetailCo, the participants confirmed the following 
information regarding the secondary steps in the recruitment process that inform the 
final selection of applicants for interviews and employment placements. Within the 
formal application for the particular position, the applicant is requested to confirm 
his/her demographic details, upload a resume, and answer questions that are related 
to the job role requirements of the vacant position. Once the application is 
submitted, the applicant is informed, if their application successfully meets the 
criteria for the first stage of the recruitment process (the short-listing of applicants), 
they will be contacted for an interview. Depending on the number of positions 
available, group interviews, or one-on-one interviews are conducted at the next stage 
of the process. Applicants who are selected from this stage then proceed to the final 
stage of the recruitment process, which usually includes referee checks, or in some 
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cases, a second interview. Successful applicants are notified and the details of 
rosters and induction are finalised. 
The recruitment process detailed above is the formal process for all Business 
Units operating under the Parent Company, and was confirmed by all participants 
across Supermarkets and Hardware stores, Human Resources, and Head Office. The 
centralisation of this recruitment process occurred approximately five years ago. 
Prior to this change, recruitment for the Supermarkets was mainly performed at the 
local store level, or by advertising for multiple positions for new store openings. As 
the Hardware Business Unit has been in operation in Australia for approximately 
three years, the previous decentralised practices did not apply. 
The earlier recruitment process facilitated at the local store level enabled 
Supermarket Store Managers to exercise their own discretion for timing of 
recruitment and choice of applicants based on the attributes and skills required for 
the job and the particular store. The Store Managers would notify the Human 
Resource payroll section of the details of the new employees. Therefore, a 
centralised human resource database was not in operation and demographic details, 
such as disability, were not recorded on a central system. As a result, statistical 
information regarding disability was not collected until the introduction of the 
centralised system, and information regarding the employment of people with 
disability prior to this time is based on personal recollection and experiences. 
The introduction of the centralised, web-based recruitment system for RetailCo 
allowed demographic data, such as disability, to be collected. Within the 
demographic information, individuals are requested to nominate if they have a 
disability status, and whether they require workplace  modifications.  This 
information is confirmed when an application is completed for a particular advertised 
position. A further question is posed to allow the applicant to nominate their DES 
provider and the type of support this provider will be facilitating if the person is 
successful in attaining the position. This information acts as a flag to the Human 
Resource officers when reviewing the applications to inform Store Managers of 
involvement of DES providers within the interview stage and ongoing employment 
support if required. 
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Recruitment process facilitated via DES Providers 
 
A second recruitment process for people with disability was identified. It was 
reported that positions are often negotiated between the individual Store Manager 
and the DES provider. The DES provider may approach the store directly and the 
Store Manager would determine whether a suitable position was available. The HR 
Shared Services representative also reported that DES providers play an integral role 
in the decision to employ a person with disability. He reported that contact made 
with the HR Shared Services units filters down to the local store level where the 
decision to employ is made. 
Institutional Elements and Related Mechanisms 
 
The following section presents the findings of the data collected from the 
interviewees representing the Parent Company, within RetailCo, as illustrated in 
Figure 5.1. The findings are discussed in terms of how the Parent Company adopts 
and sustains disability employment as represented by each institutional element: 
regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive (Scott, 2008b). Within each element, 
the disability employment practices and the underlying legitimising mechanisms 
operating at the meso-level, the Parent Company, of the organisation are described. 
The sources of legitimacy identified at the Parent Company level are also presented. 
The Regulatory Element 
 
According to Scott (2008b), the regulative element is underpinned by the 
presence of indicators such as rules, laws and sanctions. This element was reflected 
in the ways in which the Parent Company has adopted disability employment 
practices in response to relevant legislative requirements and how they have utilised 
resources provided by quasi-regulative government agencies, such as Disability 
Employment Service (DES) providers, to sustain these practices. The rationale for 
including these agencies under the regulative element is two-fold. 
Firstly, the National Disability Recruitment Coordinator (NDRC) and DES 
providers are contracted and funded by the Australian Government to ensure the 
employment conditions for people with disability meet the legislative requirements 
for all workers in Australia. Secondly, DES providers are evaluated in terms of 
efficiency and effectiveness whilst meeting the Disability Standards in all activities 
undertaken to facilitate disability employment with organisations.   Therefore, the 
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NDRC and DES providers have the vested responsibility to ensure organisations 
follow legislative requirements around equal employment opportunity, anti- 
discrimination and employment relations. 
The regulative element was also reflected in the ways in which the Parent 
Company has incorporated disability employment practices within organisational 
policies that has provided the basis upon which these practices have been sustained. 
Utilising DES providers and NDRC resources 
 
One mechanism that was revealed from the analysis that serves to legitimise the 
adoption of disability employment was the ways in which the Parent Company 
utilised the resources made available by the NDRC and DES providers. As 
discussed in Chapter Two, the Australian Government funds specialised employment 
services, referred to as DES Providers, to assist people with disability to find 
employment. An aspect of the role of these providers is to liaise with employers and 
organisations to negotiate employment opportunities. The influence of DES 
providers and the NDRC was also found to assist RetailCo to sustain disability 
employment practices. 
Adopting disability employment practices 
 
The DES providers play an integral role in raising awareness, assisting with 
recruitment activities to ensure applicants with disability are conforming to the 
organisation’s internal system requirements, and training both employees with 
disability within their roles and co-workers and Store Managers about the individual 
workplace accommodations for those employees. These providers therefore assist 
the case organisation to adopt disability employment practices by ensuring that 
suitable applicants will be put forward to the Stores at the local level. 
However the Diversity Manager expressed concern that: 
 
“the number of DES Providers and the way they are measured in terms of 
their efficiency doesn’t really drive capability for the right employment 
partnership, often, in terms of our outputs” (DM). 
The Diversity Manager went on to say “so we try to find a way to bring that together 
to  ensure  that  we’ve  got  sustainable  employment  and  that  the  employment  is
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legitimate and for long term gain” (DM).  Building relationships with particular DES 
Providers has been a focus to create a sense of stability. 
“We would be approached in the business centre by the agencies. We 
do have a very good relationship with a lot of agencies, so business 
partnering is what we call it. So it's very much about building those 
relationships with the agencies, and they approach us and likewise, 
we'll approach them as well. It's very much two way.”(HRSS) 
Formalised arrangements with specialised employment services were discussed 
as a means of sustaining stability in relationships with certain DES providers. The 
HR Shared Services representative referred to an agreement entered into with a 
particular provider. The impetus behind this arrangement was linked to the targeted 
recruitment process for the new Hardware stores, to ensure each store was initially 
started with a diverse workforce. 
It was also stated that, although in some cases the Stores within the Business 
Units have utilised the government funded wage subsidies offered to organisations as 
an incentive to employ people with disability, the Case Organisation has not relied 
on these financial incentives to legitimise disability employment practices. 
“Obviously we are, as an organisation, some employees - some people that we 
employ come with funding, so there's some subsidies. We never look at the 
subsidies as the reason why we're going to employ someone. If we get some 
money back because we employ someone, it's a bonus, to us. That's the way we 
treat it.” (HRSS) 
The Parent Company has developed a relationship with the NDRC. The 
Diversity Manager reported that the relationship has assisted to manage the 
complexity arising from the number of DES providers across Australia when some 
DES providers have been more focussed on achieving short-term individual 
employment outcomes, rather than sustainable employment opportunities for people 
with disability in general. 
“Because the difficulty is often that people get put forward because 
it's about putting people in jobs, not about putting them in the right 
jobs. So we'd have a lot of individuals just come in, sent to us for 
interviews (a) who didn't even want to be in retail as a starting point 
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and (b) who potentially would not be set up for the success of that 
interview, by very nature of them not having had the right research 
around the role. So the NDRC helped screen that, helped put forward 
the right candidates and brought our - enabled us to build the number 
of people we employed.” (DM) 
At the meso-level of RetailCo, the representatives from the NDRC, the 
government funded employer and DES provider liaison organisation, and the 
Diversity Manager, have developed a close working relationship based on trust and 
understanding of both the requirements of organisation and the government funded 
DES providers available to employers and employees with disabilities. This working 
relationship has assisted the Diversity Manager to understand the funding 
arrangements of the DES providers and to communicate this information to the 
Human Resource Departments in the various Business Units and to the managers of 
each store within these businesses. As a result of this relationship, the NDRC has 
been able to communicate to the DES providers the organisational structure, 
recruitment process, and job requirements of the various Business Units within 
RetailCo, to ensure the right people were placed in the right jobs. 
“The NDRC have helped us actually filter all those applications from 
the DESs. Because they know us - we work with them around the job 
descriptions and make sure that the job description spoke about 
inherent competencies and not just - so if the job required you to be 
standing for long hours, you need to know that that's part of the 
requirement of the role. So we won't get people coming who 
potentially can't do that role. So we work with the NDRC to really 
look at and articulate those roles.” (DM) 
 
During the data collection, the Diversity Manager and the representatives from 
the NDRC presented a handbook covering disability employment that was jointly 
prepared between the NDRC and RetailCo. The booklet is essentially a ‘how to 
guide’ for employing people with disability that was distributed to all management 
staff across all Business Units within the organisation. This joint venture was 
intended to open communication between the two parties and embed the working 
relationship at the interface of the organisational and governmental spheres. Only 
one HR representative referred generally to the existence of ‘some documentation’ 
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about disability employment, but not specifically to this booklet.  No other person 
interviewed within the Parent Company referred to this booklet. 
Another example of how the relationship with the NDRC has benefited the 
Parent Company related to the formal online recruitment process. The Diversity 
Manager stated that the online recruitment process includes the request for disability 
identification by the applicant. This was challenged in Queensland due to the Anti- 
discrimination Act. With the assistance of NDRC, she was successfully able to 
defend this inclusion, as the intent was for the applicant to be able to nominate DES 
provider information, such as a commitment to the type and extent of support that 
would be provided for the person with disability if successfully transitioned into 
employment. 
“We wanted to make sure that we didn't lose the spirit of why we were 
doing things, the intent was always to enable people into employment, 
not to disadvantage them” (DM). 
Therefore the relationship developed between the Diversity Manager and the 
NDRC, and the subsequent relationships forged with DES providers, has facilitated 
the support required for adopting disability employment practices across the 
organisation. 
Sustaining disability employment practices 
 
The relationship between the Diversity Manager and the NDRC was also 
highlighted as an important mechanism for sustaining disability employment 
practices. Both the Diversity Manager and the representative from the NDRC 
reported however that, due to changes in the funding agreement between the 
Australian Government and the NDRC, the formalised relationship between the 
two parties no longer exists. The focus of the NDRC will now be on forging new 
relationships with different organisations not currently partnered with NDRC and 
former partnerships will cease. The Diversity Manager expressed a degree of 
uncertainty about the future of disability employment within RetailCo as a result of 
the termination of this relationship. Specifically, the Diversity Manager referred to 
the constant changes made by the Australian Government to funding arrangements 
around disability employment and how these changes, although occurring outside 
the operating environment of the organisation, may indeed jeopardise existing 
organisational practices regarding disability employment. 
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“These are the challenges that face all corporate Australia. Whilst all 
we want to do is do the right thing and get people into employment, 
it's sometimes made more difficult by the ongoing changes, the 
changes of language, the changes of departments, the changes of 
many things that make it harder for us to navigate, sometimes, that 
world.” (DM) 
The relationships developed with the NDRC and DES providers have assisted 
the Parent Company to legitimise the adoption of disability practices that align with 
their existing organisational structure and activities. Furthermore, the Parent 
Company has used these relationships to encourage Store Managers at the local 
level to develop similar relationships to sustain disability employment practices. 
For example, the use of storytelling was also mentioned as method of 
communicating the benefits employing people with disability to the individual 
Business Unit in order to sustain disability employment. The relationship forged by 
the Diversity Manager and the NDRC has assisted with educating both the 
organisation and the DES providers about how these actors can work together to 
create disability employment opportunities. The HR representatives and the Store 
Managers have also been encouraged to form relationships with local DES providers 
to ensure positive outcomes. 
“…it's through storytelling, it's through showcasing that you might 
get more traction and it is through relationships. I think that's where 
the help of the NDRC in some instances was that they could target and 
approach and build relationship and capacity.” (DM) 
The mechanism of utilising DES provider and NDRC resources legitimises the 
adoption of disability employment practices in the following ways. Firstly, just as 
the Australian Government, through a competitive tendering process, legitimises 
these quasi-governmental agencies, the Parent Company has conferred legitimacy on 
particular DES providers by utilising the resources provided. Partnering with the 
NDRC and forging relationships with DES providers, are ways of communicating 
the organisation’s commitment to disability employment to the Australian 
Government. Hence the Australian Government was indirectly revealed as a 
source of legitimacy. Furthermore, the Parent Company sought approval from the 
NDRC to ensure their disability recruitment practices aligned with regulatory 
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requirements around disability employment, such as anti-discrimination legislation. 
Therefore the NDRC confers legitimacy on the case organisation’s disability 
employment practices. 
Tensions however were revealed around the perceived legitimacy of some of the 
DES providers, to the extent that their agendas for reaching funding outcomes based 
on placements did not align with the overall strategy of the Parent Company to 
provide sustainable employment opportunities for people with disability. Therefore 
the Parent Company is indeed a source of legitimacy for DES providers as they are 
able to strategically choose to engage with providers that will facilitate the level of 
support required for the organisation to effectively sustain disability employment 
practices. 
Including people with disability in organisational policies 
 
The inclusion of people with disability in organisational policies was raised as 
a mechanism for legitimising the adoption of disability employment through 
recruitment policies, and as a means of sustaining of these practices through 
inclusion within the organisational diversity policy and associated diversity training. 
Adopting disability employment practices 
 
The HR representatives from the Hardware Business Unit referred to a specific 
practice for recruitment that occurs within this particular Business Unit. The 
recruitment process for people with disability within new Hardware stores is more 
controlled and planned by HR units to ensure a representation at the initial start-up 
phase of the store. 
“A brand new store set up where it's purposeful recruitment and we 
have a planned approached that says we've got a blank canvas, what 
could that make up look like? How many casuals; how many full 
timers; how many part timers; how many potentially indigenous; how 
many people with disabilities; whatever that might look like. So we 
open all doors to just about everybody at that point and we are 
purposeful in our targeted approach.” (HRH3) 
As the Hardware stores have been in operation in Queensland for less than three 
years, the majority of recruitment activity for people with disability has been through 
this targeted approach.  Although it was recognised that “organic” recruitment, i.e. 
Chapter 5: Parent Company Findings 96 
 
 
backfilling of existing roles, may indeed occur in the stores, discussion around 
recruitment activities within this Business Unit focused around new store opening 
procedures. 
However, prescribed quotas do not drive this process. The absence of such 
quotas and policies to monitor compliance with disability employment was raised as 
a means of creating an intrinsic shared value of disability employment that moves 
beyond the legislative requirements of quotas for other diversity groups. 
“That's why not having a prescribed quota and an amount really 
opens up the realism. We talk about diversity, if you talk about 
gender equity and you're talking about numbers being reported up 
through board levels and government mandates, that's where it 
becomes hollow and insincere and just insignificant because it doesn't 
tell a story about a person, it tells a story about a number. But I think 
probably for me being in this business, not seeing a number driven 
quota to have a banner on the wall to say we've got this many people, 
this classification, I think it's awesome. It's great.  It is.  It's just what 
it means.” (HHR3) 
Despite the absence of quotas, the Parent Company is interested in monitoring 
the number of people with disability employed within each Business Unit. The HR 
representatives of the Supermarkets and Hardware Business Units confirmed a 
monitoring activity through monthly reporting of numbers of people with disability 
recruited, although it was clearly stated that this activity is not underpinned by the 
expectation to meet quotas. Rather the Diversity Manager clarified the rationale 
behind this activity is for information gathering for internal and external reporting 
purposes. This monitoring process has recently been extended to include the number 
of current employees who identify as having a disability. 
Sustaining disability employment practices 
 
There was evidence to suggest that RetailCo has previously responded to Equal 
Employment Opportunity and Anti-discrimination legislation through changes to 
organisational policies within the company, the inclusion of general anti- 
discrimination training within the staff induction process that all staff members 
undertake  when  recruited,  and  the  delivery  of  further  diversity  training  for 
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management staff across all Business Units. Therefore, fair and inclusive 
recruitment practices, which facilitate equal opportunity to positions within Business 
Units for all applicants, have been guided by organisational policies. 
The Parent Company has extended existing policies to include disability 
employment. Existing organisational practices addressing anti-discrimination and 
Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) legislation has provided the internal 
infrastructure that has created a workplace that values diversity. Additional policies 
specifically addressing disability employment are not present within the organisation 
as it is the perspective of the interviewees that disability employment fits with the 
objectives of their diversity management policy (Appendix A). 
“So whilst we have a formal ‘this is our diversity policy’ and in it we 
commit to employing people with disabilities, I'm not sure what you 
would have as a policy or as formal documentation.”  (DM) 
There was recognition that some organisational processes that are typically 
guided by organisational policies have been carried out differently with employees 
with certain types of disabilities. For example, when discussing recruitment and 
performance management procedures, the HR representatives agreed that in certain 
circumstances, various additional support mechanisms may be provided to managers 
to avoid issues relating to uncertainty about communication or what constitutes 
discriminatory behaviours. 
“…across the business, where people might hesitate to actually 
address or have that conversation because they go, they've got a 
disability, and they actually hold off and the bad news doesn't 
improve. As with age of course. The situation gets worse, 
particularly in some cases where there's expectations of other people 
putting expectations into the situation.” (HHR1) 
Therefore, organisational policies provide a basis of legitimately adopting 
disability employment practices. However, in order to sustain these practices, it was 
recognised, by the representatives at the meso-level, that local level activities might 
become loosely coupled with existing policies. 
Chapter 5: Parent Company Findings 98 
 
 
Regulative element summary 
 
The adoption of disability employment has been legitimised by the relationship 
between the Diversity Manager and the NDRC. This relationship has also enhanced 
the relationship between DES providers and the Human Resource representatives and 
the individual Store Managers, in so far as the NDRC has been able to communicate 
the job requirements of the Business Units of RetailCo to the DES providers to 
increase the likelihood of appropriate referrals and applications. 
From the perspective of the Parent Company, the NDRC and DES providers act 
as facilitators of the adoption of disability employment rather than regulatory 
enforcers that serve to constrain organisational activities. The establishment and 
maintenance of relationships between the organisation and these government-funded 
organisations have proven to be a valuable mechanism in ensuring RetailCo 
maximises the resources available to organisations to sustain disability employment 
practices. Therefore, the NDRC and DES providers were identified as sources of 
legitimacy. The Parent Company was also identified as a source of legitimacy 
insofar as they confer legitimacy on the practices of the DES providers by engaging 
in strategic choice of those providers that will support the overall organisational 
objective of sustainable employment for people with disability. 
Legislative requirements around anti-discrimination and EEO have been 
embedded within organisational policies for some time, thereby providing the policy 
infrastructure to include people with disability. Organisational policies administered 
at the Parent Company level serve as a resource to guide and regulate appropriate 
behaviours associated with disability employment without necessarily enforcing 
recruitment activities to be adopted by the Business Units, for example being driven 
by prescribed quotas. Hence the Parent Company, at the meso-level, confers 
legitimacy of the adoption of disability employment to the Business Units and Store 
Managers, at the local level, through the inclusion of disability in the internal 
regulative structure of the organisation. Therefore, both the meso-level and micro- 
level were identified as sources of legitimacy. 
It was recognised by the interviewees from the Parent Company that Store 
Managers exercise strategic choice when deciding to adopt disability employment 
practices and may alter organisational procedures in order to sustain these practices. 
Hence at the interface of the meso-level and local level, organisational policies that 
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include reference to disability employment only serve as a mechanism if the 
legitimacy of the adoption of disability employment practices is sought at the local 
level. Figure 5.2 presents the mechanisms and sources of legitimacy revealed within 
the regulative element. 
The Normative Element 
 
The normative element is represented by internalised social obligations and 
behaviours that are morally governed, rather than those guided by external sanctions 
(Scott, 2008b). Organisational activities and behaviours are evaluated against 
prescriptive, socially desirable norms and roles. This element is reflected in the 
ways in which the Parent Company has adopted disability employment practices in 
response to perceived societal expectations of RetailCo to provide employment 
opportunities for people with disability, and the obligation to provide meaningful 
employment that is sustainable. 
Responding to expectations from the external environment 
 
Adopting disability employment practices 
 
RetailCo is recognised as one of the largest employers and one of two major retailers 
in Australia. There was consensus about the responsibility of the organisation to 
employ people with disability for the benefits of individuals with disability, the 
economy, and the Australian society in general. Specific reference was made to 
communities in which the Business Units of the organisation are located. The Parent 
Company has responded to these perceived expectations in ways that serve to signal 
to the external environment that the organisation has embraced disability 
employment as an organisational social obligation. 
In addition to their partnership with NDRC, RetailCo is a gold member of the 
Australian Disability Network (Australian Network on Disability, 2014b), and is 
represented on Australian Business Council committees, and had previously 
formed a public alliance with the Australian Government through signing the 
Fresh Start Agreement (RetailCo, 2012a). Within this agreement, RetailCo 
committed to employ a specific number of disadvantaged job seekers, including 
people with disability, within a region in Victoria, Australia over a 12-month 
period. This agreement gained media attention at a time where disability 
employment was high on the government’s agenda of welfare reform.  Therefore, 
RetailCo publicly espouses their commitment 
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Figure 5.2.  Mechanisms and sources of legitimacy revealed within the regulative element at 
the Parent Company Level. Sources of legitimacy appear in red. 
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to disability employment to advocate groups, other businesses, governments, and the 
public. 
RetailCo has also responded to the expectation that they should be employing 
people with disability through their company website and annual reports, both of 
which are available for public scrutiny (RetailCo, 2014a). The organisational 
website features photos of current employees with visible disabilities and their 
employment stories. Customers also see people with visible disabilities employed 
within their local stores, which signal compliance with normative expectations of 
creating employment opportunities for people with disability. 
“So we hear it all the time and I share those stories when I can. 
Customers telling us how they were heartened to see people with 
disability because their child has a disability and it gave them hope 
for the future. So we tell those stories, we share them.” (DM) 
Prior to the introduction of the centralised online recruitment system, manual 
records of the demographic data of employees were kept. Information concerning 
disability status was not necessarily maintained within these records. In 2013, 
internal surveys were issued to all staff across all Business Units to gather disability 
status information. According to the Diversity Manager, the latest number of staff 
with disability is around 3000, out of a total employee base of 195,000. This 
information is included in the most recent Annual Report, issued to shareholders but 
publicly available on the organisational website (RetailCo, 2014a). The collection 
and reporting of this statistical information of the demographical composition of the 
total workforce of RetailCo serve as mechanisms to signal organisational 
commitment to disability employment to shareholders and the public in general. 
A responsibility to the local communities in which each Business Unit and 
individual stores operate was also revealed as a priority for the Parent Company from 
the interviewees. 
“So be that from a diversity point of view, disability point of view, and 
only just from my understanding of how many people have a disability 
within Australia, it's quite a significant number, somewhere in excess 
of two million. So there's going to be someone in that store's vicinity 
that is looking for a real employment opportunity.” (HHR1). 
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Discussions around the benefits for the economy, through creation of job 
opportunities, and for the business with regard to customer respect for the 
organisation often take place with the management teams. The Diversity Manager 
also related that, as disability can be quite a personal experience, either experienced 
firsthand or by those close to us, strategies used to create engagement in the practice 
of disability employment should relate to the personal experiences of Store 
Managers. 
“But I think with managers, the best engagement comes with people, 
because most of us - one in five is affected by someone with a 
disability. Many of our managers are. So we find the real passion 
comes with people who have a family member or a friend or 
somebody that has actually experienced - so they get connected and 
through their connection it becomes more heartfelt and honest” (DM) 
Initiating conversations around the social obligation that RetailCo has to employ 
people with disability and linking this corporate obligation with personal experience 
is seen to stimulate the link between intrinsic value and business objectives. 
Meeting expectations of meaningful employment for people with disability 
 
Sustaining disability employment practices 
 
The message of providing meaningful employment that is sustainable, rather 
than ‘charity’ jobs for people with disability, was articulated by the majority of the 
interviewees, and supported by a representative from the NDRC. 
“There's commitment from [top level management] around if we're 
going to do this project it's going to have a national impact and it's 
going to be about longevity.  They came in with that.” (NDRC1). 
The document provided by the Diversity Manager and NDRC about disability 
employment within RetailCo clearly states the organisational perspective that 
employing people with disability is not charity. The interviewees also addressed this 
message by acknowledging that although the workforce of each Business Units may 
represent the demographics of the local community, employing people with 
disability should not be viewed as a community service: there must be alignment 
with the overall business objectives. 
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“Then, just to make sure again that we're not doing it just because it's 
a good community service, but it actually is about creating a real 
opportunity for someone. Like in the case of our [Hardware store], 
we have a gentleman who's wheelchair bound, lost his legs in a 
trucking accident, but what he doesn't know about home 
improvements is probably not worth knowing, so just a fabulous 
character.  So, to create those opportunities.” (HHR1) 
Meaningful employment also incorporated the ideal of longevity and sustainability. 
 
“So they're not just coming in and maybe doing two tasks which 
actually is not maybe sustainable, but creating a full role that the 
person can actually operate in for a sustainable period of time.” 
(HHR3). 
Normative element summary 
 
The representatives of the Parent Company accept that there is a social 
obligation for an organisation of their size and prominence in the Australian market 
to make a conscious effort to employ people with disability throughout their 
Business Units. The organisation publicly espouses their commitment to this 
practice but acknowledges the challenges that arise when aligning the underlying 
moral obligation with business practices that focus on profit and market share. The 
focus on meaningful and sustainable employment opportunities addresses social 
expectations for equality in employment opportunities for people with disability 
rather than offering token charitable jobs to be perceived as ‘doing the right thing’. 
The community was revealed as a primary source from which the Parent 
Company seeks legitimacy for adopting and sustaining disability employment. 
Furthermore, within the community sits shareholders, existing and potential 
customers, and competitors, and people with disability and their advocates. 
Therefore this audience represents valuable resources for the organisation and is a 
primary source of legitimacy. Figure 5.3 presents the mechanisms and sources of 
legitimacy revealed within the normative element. 
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Figure 5.3. Mechanisms and sources of legitimacy revealed within the normative element at 
the Parent Company Level. Sources of legitimacy appear in red. 
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The Cultural-Cognitive Element 
 
Within the Cultural-Cognitive element, taken-for-granted beliefs and shared 
meanings and understandings underlie social order (Scott, 2008b). The obligation to 
meet the expectations of society with regard to RetailCo being perceived as a large 
employer that should be creating opportunities for people with disability is a shared 
understanding among the representatives of the organisational level. However the 
responsibility of bringing the concept to life is deferred to the Store Managers in the 
Business Units. According to Scott (2008b) this element is often more salient at the 
micro-level of organisations. The analysis of the data at the meso-level revealed 
certain expectations and presumptions of the existence of shared understandings of 
disability employment at the micro-level. Hence the cultural-cognitive element was 
reflected in the perceptions of the interviewees from the Parent Company that 
disability employment would be present within the Business Units and there would 
be a shared understanding of the disability employment within the organisation. 
Raising awareness of disability employment at the local level 
 
Existing practices at the local level have provided a platform from which shared 
understandings of how disability employment may appear across Business Units, and 
have provided the scaffold for a strategic focus on disability employment adopted by 
the Parent Company. 
Adopting disability employment practices 
 
Rather than the use of formal policies specifically around disability employment 
and rules to provide a framework, communication and relationships have been used 
to raise awareness of disability employment within Business Unit management 
teams. 
“So, I think the business has definitely evolved, particularly in the last 
10 years. People when they think about that, I think we've gone from 
being really gun-shy, to going ‘but what if they hurt themselves’, or 
all the what ifs, to go, ‘well we're thinking of reasons why not rather 
than reasons how to make it work’. So that's what the education piece 
has been about.” (HHR1) 
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However it was expressed that differences in individual understandings of disability 
employment do exist at the local level and to change negative mindsets, interventions 
at the personal level are often required. 
“If we find that we come across someone who maybe has an 
unconscious bias or doesn't quite see the benefit or understand the 
benefit. So part of my role then would be to help that person see the 
benefits and challenge, push back, work with people to again, create 
those meaningful employment opportunities.” (HHR1) 
Diversity training and raising awareness of disability employment was brought 
up in the interviews as formal means of addressing individual perceptions and 
understandings of disability. For example, diversity training, including disability 
employment, and relevant information materials distributed to the management 
teams, are used to communicate the overall expectations of the Parent Company 
for the Business Units. A conscious effort to acknowledge disability within 
RetailCo, for example showcasing stories about employees with disability in 
internal communications, and celebrating the ‘International Day of People with 
Disability’, is another way that the organisation seeks to raise awareness. 
Despite tensions that may arise from the perspective of the interviewees that 
individual Store Managers do not embrace disability employment to the extent that 
the Parent Company would like, t he  Store Managers are encouraged to 
understand how disability employment can be aligned with leadership values and 
business objectives. For example, the leadership value of ‘always do the right 
thing’ mutually supports the overall social obligation of RetailCo to provide 
disability employment opportunities within the communities they serve. 
According to the Diversity Manager, this value “anchors us. So organisationally 
that's always a question, are we doing the right thing?  One hopes that that will drive 
the right outcomes” (DM). 
The absence of prescribed quotas to drive the adoption of disability employment 
recruitment practices was raised as a means of creating an intrinsic shared value of 
disability employment that moves beyond the legislative requirements of quotas for 
other diversity groups. 
“So in an organic sense, the stores can drive it themselves, or from a 
purposeful  example,  we  believe  that  diversity  under  our  one  roof 
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creates a culture that's supportive and indicative of the local 
community. So when that is replicated both ways, it's easy to shop. 
It's easy to work, and it just is easy to get along. The good stories that 
come out of it, that feel good factor, is just incredible.” (HHR1) 
Sustaining disability employment practices 
 
The interviewees recognised that disability employment has been a part of 
RetailCo for many years and can be seen in many stores. 
“I even remember it as a junior manager in the business; we had 
people working with disabilities in the store then, so I don't remember 
an actual time it's happened. I think it's been part of our brand for a 
long time, as long as I can remember. Because I even remember the 
store, I can picture this kid's face, and that was probably 20 years 
ago.” (HHR2) 
Nevertheless, concern was raised about the extent to which disability 
employment practices can be sustained by current and previous experiences alone. 
The interviewees were asked to rate, on a scale from 1 to 5, with 5 being the highest 
score, how they perceived disability employment is working within Retail Co Ltd. 
All interviewees at the Parent Company level gave the rating of 3 (middle range). 
There was consensus that more could be done from their level to broaden the impact 
of disability employment across and within the Business Units. 
“I think we could be more purposeful, and I think if the education was 
a little bit more widespread, and embedded a little bit more, I think 
people would open up to the opportunity or have it front of mind in 
any employment possibility, then if the opportunity was opened up and 
they saw the wins and that real value add. Yeah, there's some 
challenges around it but if you take away some of those barriers 
through giving that information out, I think it could be improved.” 
(HHR2) 
The interviewees were also reluctant to score the organisation higher to avoid a 
sense of complacency, which may lead to diverted attention away the agenda of 
disability employment. Although the Parent Company exhibited strong support for 
disability employment, as a practice that should be embedded within the everyday 
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operations of each Business Unit was evident, a degree of uncertainty as to the extent 
that each Business Unit would embrace the practice was expressed. 
“But I think that we've always got to say that this - we're never going 
to get full engagement just because there's a strategy at the top, 
because often the businesses are run independently. But it's through 
advocacy, it's through storytelling, it's through showcasing that 
you might get more traction and it is through relationships.”(DM) 
Cultural-cognitive element summary 
 
As disability employment has been happening within the stores for many years, 
the local level was revealed as a source of legitimacy, insofar as the continued 
practice and number of different stores that have adopted the practice confer 
legitimacy of the disability employment within the organisation. 
“Disability employment had always kind of happened in [RetailCo], 
it was a natural synergy at grass roots level. So store management 
would have connection and I just think it worked.” (DM) 
Based on previous experiences, there was a level of confidence that the 
continuation of disability employment would be possible across the Business 
Units. However tensions around individual understandings of disability were raised 
as a threat to the sustainability of practices. The Parent Company has therefore 
linked disability employment to existing leadership values and has provided 
training to confer legitimacy of the adopting and sustaining of disability 
employment practices. Hence the Parent Company and the local level stores within 
the Business units have been identified as sources of legitimacy. Figure 5.4 
presents the mechanisms and sources of legitimacy revealed within the cultural-
cognitive element. 
Summary of Legitimising Mechanisms 
 
The following mechanisms that legitimise the adopting and sustaining of 
disability employment practices were revealed from the Parent Company: 
a) Utilising DES provider resources and relationship with NDRC 
b) Including disability employment in organisational policies 
c)    Meeting expectations of external constituents 
d)  Raising awareness of disability employment at the local level. 
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Figure 5.4. Mechanisms and sources of legitimacy revealed within the cultural-cognitive 
Element at the Parent Company Level.  Sources of legitimacy appear in red. 
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Interaction and Alignment of Institutional Elements 
 
According to Scott (2008b), each institutional element is associated with a 
different underlying assumption, including the basis for legitimacy. However, as 
Scott (2008b) argues, one element may dominate in some contexts whilst the 
elements may co-exist and become mutually supportive in other contexts. The 
analysis of the underlying assumptions of the three institutional elements revealed in 
the data collected from the Parent Company is presented in Table 5.1. 
The regulative element clearly supports the adoption of disability employment at 
the Parent Company level. The relationship with NDRC and DES Providers has 
been useful in aligning organisational practices with specific requirements of people 
with disability. Furthermore, the DES providers offer support for the Store 
Managers and other employees with regard to sourcing suitable applicants with 
disability. The targeted recruitment process around diversity and disability within 
the new Hardware Business Units has been an integral process in sourcing applicants 
with disability, through the assistance of DES providers, and maintaining awareness 
of considering people with disability as potential employees in the initial set-up of 
new stores. Hence the relationships with the NDRC and DES providers, supported 
by the regulative element, also are supported by the normative element insofar as 
they assist the Parent Company to meet the expectations of creating sustainable 
employment opportunities for people with disability. 
The Parent Company relies on existing organisational policies around EEO, anti- 
discrimination, and workplace diversity to create a familiar framework for which the 
organisation can strategically legitimate disability employment. As these policies 
have been in place for some time, due to legislation and the underlying normative 
expectation of large companies complying with legislation, they have been sustained 
by the continuum of the elements and are therefore supported by the regulative, 
normative and cultural-cognitive elements. Thus, aligning disability employment 
with EEO, anti-discrimination, and diversity policies has provided a stable 
foundation from which to build specific practices for employing people with 
disability. 
There was also evidence of the normative and cultural-cognitive elements 
mutually supporting each other. Creating a shared understanding that all business 
practices should be morally governed is an example of how the Normative and 
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Cultural-Cognitive elements can become mutually supportive. From the Parent 
Company’s perspective, the logic of action in terms of disability employment is 
‘doing what is right’ in terms of the overarching business objectives and society in 
general. The leadership value of “always do the right thing” is represented by the 
Cultural-Cognitive element, but also is underpinned by the Normative Element by 
drawing on personal experiences of Store Managers with regard to disability within 
their lives and the social and economic benefits of employing people with disability, 
and aligning these with Store Managers’ ability to create opportunities for disability 
employment at the local level. Figure 5.5 presents the alignment of the institutional 
elements supporting disability employment within the Parent Company. The next 
chapter presents the findings and analysis of the data collected from interviewees 
from the Supermarket Business Unit, representing the local level of RetailCo, and is 
structured in a format similar to this chapter. 
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Figure 5.5. Alignment of the institutional elements supporting disability employment within 
the Parent Company. Sources of legitimacy appear in red. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5.1 
Parent Company Analysis Summary 
 
Assumption Regulative Normative Cultural-Cognitive 
Motive for 
Compliance 
Existing organisational policies 
around EEO, anti- 
discrimination and workplace 
diversity 
Expectation of society for large 
organisations to be EEO compliant and 
employ people with disability 
Individual managers relating personal 
experiences of disability to creating 
employment opportunities 
EEO and Diversity embedded in work practices 
Leadership value of ‘always doing the right 
thing’ 
Workforce to be representative of local 
community for overall business objectives 
Basis of 
Order 
Relationship with NDRC and 
DES Providers 
Targeted Recruitment in new 
Hardware Stores 
Size and Status of organisation 
Providing meaningful employment 
opportunities: not ‘charity 
Incorporating disability employment into 
existing training and organisational shared 
understandings of EEO, anti-discrimination and 
workplace diversity. 
Encouraging relationships with DES Providers 
at the local level: Business Units. 
Logic of 
Action 
 The “right thing to do” for large 
companies 
Disability employment occurring at the local 
level for many years 
Affect Fear of complexity of number 
of DES providers and differing 
agendas to organisational goal 
Sense of pride of “doing the right 
thing” 
Mostly confident however unsure of individual 
differences of understanding at the local level 
Basis of 
Legitimacy 
 
 
  
Partnering with NDRC and 
DES providers 
Meeting community and social 
expectations of responsibility of large 
employers. 
Providing meaningful employment  
opportunities: not ‘charity  
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Chapter 6:  Supermarket Business Unit Findings 
 
Chapter Six presents the findings that emerged from the Supermarket Business 
Unit. The participants interviewed within the stores represent the local level of this 
Business Unit within RetailCo. Each store within the sample of the Supermarket 
Business Unit currently employs more than one person with disability. As a prelude 
to the presentation of the findings, details regarding the Supermarket Business Unit 
departments, employees’ impairments and details about their roles are presented. A 
summary of interviewee codes is presented in Appendix H. Figure 6.1 in this chapter 
illustrates the local level position of the Supermarket Business Unit within RetailCo. 
The summary of the analysis is displayed in Table 6.1. 
The identification of the mechanisms that legitimise the adopting and sustaining 
of disability employment practices were guided by Scott’s (2008b) argument that 
institutions are comprised of regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive elements 
that provide meaning to social life, and are reflected in activities, relations and 
resources. These mechanisms and the sources of legitimacy are presented as under 
the relevant institutional element. An analysis of the interaction and alignment of the 
three elements within the Business Unit is then presented. The format used in this 
chapter is similar to that of the previous chapter presenting the Parent Company 
findings and analysis, and will be replicated in the next chapter presenting the 
findings and analysis of the Hardware Business Unit. The extensive use of direct 
quotations from interviewees has been chosen to provide a rich and thick description 
the interaction between context and interviewee responses. 
The practices and the underlying mechanisms that legitimise these practices, and 
the identified sources of legitimacy, have been described within each of the three 
institutional elements. Further analysis revealed the ways in which the elements 
interact and align to support disability employment as a legitimate practice. 
Therefore, the findings presented in this chapter serve to address the following 
questions: 
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SUPERMARKET 
BUSINESS UNIT 
SUPERMARKET 1 
S1MAN 
S1S1; S1S2; S1S3 
SUPERMARKET 2 
S2MAN 
S2S1; S2S2; S2S3 
SUPERMARKET 3 
S3MAN 
S3S1; S3S2; S3S3 
 
 
PARENT 
COMPANY 
MESO-LEVEL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BUSINESS 
UNITS 
MICRO-LEVEL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.1. Supermarket Business Unit position within RetailCo and interviewee codes 
 
 
 
I. What are the mechanisms that underlie the adoption of disability employment 
practices within the Supermarket Business Unit level? 
II. How do (or do not) these mechanisms sustain disability employment 
practices? 
III. What are the sources of legitimacy of disability employment identified at the 
Supermarket Business Unit level? 
IV. How do the regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive elements interact 
and align to legitimise disability employment at the Supermarket Business 
Unit level? 
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Contextual Overview of the Supermarket Business Unit 
Common supermarket store departments 
Although the size of Supermarket Stores within the sample varied, the same 
departments were present within each Supermarket store: 
Front-end customer service department: This department is where employees 
finalise customers’ purchases on the registers. This area involves: interaction with 
customers, cash handling, minimal heavy lifting, but constant standing in one place. 
Long life department contains the non-perishable goods. Roles within this area 
involve maintaining stock levels within the store, shelf presentation, inventory 
control, and customer service during store opening hours. The majority of roles in 
this area are rostered outside of normal trading hours. 
Perishables departments (dairy, delicatessen, produce) involve the same duties as 
with the long life department, but with more emphasis on customer service within the 
delicatessen section. 
Goods inwards/receiving: This department is back of house and involves receiving 
stock orders transported to the store and unloading stock and inventory control. Use 
of machinery and heavy lifting are key role requirements in this area. 
Administration department: the roles in this area involve complex administration 
and reporting tasks. 
Current employees with disability and roles performed 
 
Supermarket 1: Supermarket 1 employs two people who the Store Manager 
identified as having a disability. The first employee holds a supervisory position 
within the Goods Inwards/Receiving Department and has been employed with this 
Supermarket for approximately 3 years, and for 16 years with RetailCo. The Store 
Manager stated that this employee was already working in the store when he 
transferred in and he did not become aware of the employee’s vision impairment 
until he noticed the employee was reading information on the computer with his face 
extremely close to the screen. This employee has recently undergone surgery to 
correct this vision impairment in one eye resulting in 80% vision. He currently 
performs all duties within the assigned role with no workplace adjustments. 
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The other employee who was identified has a minor physical impairment that is 
overtly evidenced in his gait. He has been employed for 3 years in a permanent part- 
time capacity in the Front End Customer Service department and performs the same 
duties as other employees within this area, without workplace adjustments. It was 
reported that this store had previously employed an individual with an intellectual 
impairment. His role was in the Long-Life department and involved the shelving of 
stock and store presentation. This employee had been dismissed from his role 
approximately 2 years ago due to inappropriate behaviour. 
Supermarket 2: Three people with disabilities were identified as currently 
employed in Supermarket 2. The Store Manager initially identified two employees 
with impairments that are understood to be cognitive in nature: intellectual/learning 
and acquired brain injury (ABI). Both employees work within the Long Life 
department and their roles involve tasks associated with fronting up stock and 
general presentation of the store. Their working hours are from 5am to 8am every 
Monday to Friday. As the usual opening hours for the Supermarket store are from 
8am to 9pm Monday to Friday, these employees have limited, if any, customer 
contact during their shifts. Their direct line supervisor confirmed these times of the 
shifts and the general tasks performed. 
Later in the interviewee’s conversation, the Store Manager remembered that a 
third employee within the customer service area has a hearing impairment; however 
he did not consider this person to have a disability. This employee agreed to be 
interviewed, but did not consider herself to have a disability within the working 
environment. She is currently employed in a full-time capacity and was recruited 
through the online recruitment process, without support from a DES provider, and 
chose not to disclose her hearing impairment until several months into her 
employment. She informed her co-workers and supervisor that she may have trouble 
hearing on one side, but did not require any workplace accommodations. No other 
interviewees, apart from the Store Manager, identified this person as having a 
disability. 
Supermarket 3: Supermarket 3 employs two people with Down Syndrome who 
have worked in the same store and in the same roles for approximately seven years. 
Their roles are the same and consist mainly of cleaning tasks and re-shelving 
returned stock.   They both work four days per week with one employee working 
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from 8am to 11am and the other working from 11am to 2pm. These employees 
receive full support from the DES provider for each and every shift. According to all 
interviewees, this has been the arrangement since they were recruited and was 
part of the negotiation process with the previous Store Manager who facilitated the 
employment. 
Institutional Elements and Related Mechanisms 
 
This section presents the findings revealed from the analysis of the data 
collected from the interviewees from the three Supermarket Stores representing the 
Supermarket Business Unit, as illustrated in Figure 6.1. The codes assigned to each 
interviewee are presented in Appendix H. The legitimising mechanisms underlying 
the adopting and sustaining of disability employment practices at the micro-level of 
the Supermarket stores and the sources of legitimacy that emerged from the data are 
discussed under the relevant institutional element: regulative, normative, and 
cultural-cognitive, according to the underlying assumptions of each element as 
guided by the theoretical lens of the Three Pillar framework (Scott, 2008b). 
The Regulative Element 
 
The regulative element is represented by the presence of rules, regulations and 
monitoring activities that are reflected in organisational activities, relations and 
resources (Scott, 2008b). Two mechanisms were revealed within this element. Both 
mechanisms were found to legitimate the adoption of disability employment 
practices and to some extent, the sustaining of these practices. The first mechanism 
identified was the DES provider presence within the individual Stores and the 
influence each provider exercised over the adopting and sustaining of disability 
employment. 
The second mechanism revealed was the organisational policies around EEO 
legislation, workplace diversity and general employment activities, which legitimise 
the adoption of disability employment at the local level. These policies were found 
to influence the extent to which the interviewees legitimised the activities and 
behaviours associated with the maintaining the employment of current employees 
with disability. It should be noted that although EEO and workplace diversity have 
been incorporated into everyday practices, references to these policies have been 
included under the regulative element in the first instance to illustrate the impact of 
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these rules on interviewees’ understandings of disability employment. It will 
become clear throughout this discussion that shared understandings have developed 
over time; hence this mechanism will also be referred to within the Cultural- 
Cognitive Element. 
Utilising DES provider resources 
 
The findings revealed that although each Store was aware of the existence and 
the role of the government funded DES providers as an available resource to assist 
with the adopting and sustaining of disability employment, the level of involvement 
and influence on the activities varied significantly across the three Supermarkets. 
Within Supermarket 3, both employees with Down Syndrome received full 
support from the DES provider during every hour worked since their inception of 
employment. However, within Supermarket 1 there was no DES provider presence 
currently, although the interviewees from this store have had previous experience 
with DES providers. Interestingly this previous experience was viewed as 
unfavourable from the Store Manager’s perspective resulting in reluctance to be 
involved with DES providers in the future. Supermarket 2 utilised a DES provider to 
facilitate the employment for the two current employees with cognitive impairments, 
but no longer has involvement with the provider. These three scenarios are discussed 
in detail to demonstrate how the type of DES provider involvement has influenced 
activities, relations and resources. 
Adopting disability employment practices 
 
Relationships with DES Providers appear to have shaped both the ways in which 
the current and previous employees within the Stores were recruited and Store 
Managers’ decisions about future employment opportunities. For example, in the 
case of Supermarket 2, previous relationships with one DES provider facilitated 
further employment opportunities for other employees. A DES provider 
facilitated the recruitment of the two employees with cognitive impairments through 
direct approach to the store. This DES provider had successfully negotiated two 
placements previously directly through the previous Store Manager, however, 
these employees with disability were no longer employed by the organisation. The 
previous employees had resigned on their own accord for personal reasons. Due to 
the  positive  experience  of  these  placements,  the  current  Store  Manager,  when 
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approached by the same DES provider, was willing to employ the two present 
employees in the same roles as previously negotiated. A previous positive 
experience with the negotiation process for the specific roles with the DES provider 
assisted with recruitment of the current employees. 
However, negative relationships have had the opposite effect, whereby the Store 
Manager may become reluctant to employ a person who requires a high level of 
support. The Store Manager of Supermarket 1 gave the following example. The 
placement of the previous employee was negotiated through a DES provider. This 
employee was being paid under the Supported Wage system, or productivity based 
wage, as defined in Chapter Two. The Store Manager disagreed with the outcome of 
the external assessment, which indicated that the employee’s wage should rise. This 
situation caused tension for the Store Manager as he tried to rationalise the benefit of 
employing the person with disability whilst maintaining focus on business 
objectives. 
“He was assessed and I'm thinking it was 50 per cent initially. Then 
they sort of - it grew it to 80 per cent. I'm going, well no, he's doing 
the same task he was doing 12 months ago; he's doing it the same 
speed. Yeah, he might be doing by himself now, but you're not here 
holding his hand as a support person, that's the only difference. …so I 
can have those arguments with those people but at the end of the day 
they just say, no, he's at 80 per cent. They can bring an external - 
another person in who is - and they sort of gang up on you, you feel 
like - you know? So then I will shy away from potentially going down 
that road again, because I've had a difficult experience, something 
that really I felt personally you get taken for a bit of a ride. At the end 
of the day, you're wearing the saddle. So yeah.” (S1MAN) 
This previous experience has resulted in this particular Store Manager not 
employing anyone through a DES provider since the resignation of the employee 
who was the subject of this experience. Other staff members have noticed the impact 
of his decision to avoid further relationships with DES providers, and yet all staff 
members do not share the same feeling of reluctance. 
“Well, I haven’t had the – last year I was still getting the government 
kids for work experience and that, but lately I haven’t seen anyone, 
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for the last six months. That’s disability, non-disability, foreigners, 
nothing. So I don’t know what’s happened over the last six months. I 
did get a phone call from the government department that runs it and 
he said they had kids ready to place, and they would ring our HR. So 
that was a few weeks ago, but I haven’t heard back.” (S1S1) 
Hence the quality of the relationship, for example level of trust and communication, 
between the DES provider and the Store Manager can encourage or hinder future 
employment opportunities for people with disability who require DES provider 
support within their employment. 
However, as previously discussed within the first section of this chapter, 
Supermarket 1 does indeed employ people with disability who do not require DES 
provider support during the recruitment and maintenance phases of employment. 
Therefore, the adoption of disability employment within this Store, appears to be 
limited to people who require little to no additional support to carry out the 
requirements of their roles. Therefore the adoption of disability employment 
practices for people with higher workplace support requirements are not legitimate 
within this Store. 
The adoption of disability employment practices within Supermarket 3 was 
facilitated by negotiation between the DES Provider and the Store Manager at that 
time. Due to the nature of impairment of the two employees, the adoption of 
disability employment practices resulted in two fully DES provider supported 
placements. This influence of this means of adoption has legitimised disability 
employment as a government funded program that is administered by DES providers. 
This had a significant impact on how existing staff legitimises the sustaining of 
disability employment practices within their Store. This impact is further discussed 
in the following section. 
Sustaining disability employment practices 
 
The Store Manager in Supermarket 3 understood disability employment to be a 
government program that is negotiated at the HR level of the Business Unit and the 
employees are subsequently placed in stores.   
“Obviously the agencies that have obviously got in contact with 
[RetailCo]  in the past have obviously set up programs to make it 
Chapter 6: Supermarket Business Unit Findings 122 
 
 
inviting for us to actually give these particular people a go, and then 
it's up to us to make sure that we've got the right people that are 
looking after them, encouraging them, making sure that they feel a 
part of the team. So whoever the agencies are that actually get in 
contact with [RetailCo] and work out the program, we basically 
follow suit.” (S3MAN) 
Therefore the sustaining of disability employment was not an issue for the local 
level, as it was understood that the facilitation of the program is regulated at a higher 
organisational level through a contract with the Australian Government. The high 
level of DES provider support was also legitimised based on the understanding of 
disability employment as a government program. 
However other interviewees within Supermarket 3 legitimise the presence of 
DES providers as an occupational health and safety risk aversion mechanism. 
“But I think our Store Manager wanted it that way as well because just for 
safety for the girls and with the stores getting busier and busier and people 
having sort of less time I guess to dedicate to helping them there's so many 
things that could happen where they might be unsafe.” (S3S3) 
Furthermore, within this store, there was general consensus from the 
interviewees that this arrangement is beneficial for the allocation of other resources 
to assist staff to concentrate on more meaningful tasks, yet still of great benefit for 
the employees with disability as it promotes social inclusion. 
“Well for us I guess it takes some of those little jobs that might go by 
the wayside away from us and every extra hand is a good hand for us. 
They do form a big part of our team. It's hard to imagine working - 
because I've had so many years of working with the people it's hard to 
imagine what it's like without it.” (S3S3). 
Hence the reliance on DES providers to facilitate and manage the day-to-day 
activities of their two employees appears legitimate within Supermarket 3. 
According to all interviewees from this store, this has been the arrangement since 
employment inception and was part of the negotiation process with the previous 
Store Manager who initially facilitated the employment. By relying on the DES 
provider as a mechanism to facilitate and monitor all activities, the understanding of 
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disability employment within this store could be described as being an additional 
function working alongside normal operations. The Store Manager has in effect 
engaged the DES provider as a proxy for all employment matters. This has resulted 
in an understanding of disability employment as more of a government program in 
which RetailCo participates, rather than sustainable and ongoing employment for 
people with disability. 
Utilising the resources provided by the DES providers was also revealed as a 
mechanism for maintaining existing employment placements. The salient difference 
between the Stores lies within the amount of support provided to maintain the 
employment of existing employees with disability. For example, the level of DES 
provider support provided within Supermarket 2 differed from the Supermarket 3. 
The DES provider involvement at the initial stages of employment within 
Supermarket 2 was revealed as an effective mechanism to manage any uncertainties 
regarding job performance. 
The two employees with disability were identified as having impairments that 
were expected to have an impact on their performance.  The communication of 
individual manifestations of the impairment was facilitated by the DES provider in 
the initial negotiation of placements.  Together, the DES provider and Store 
Manager creatively manipulated the work structure of existing tasks to meet the 
requirements of the employees.  This job re-design effectively circumvented any 
potential problems that may have arisen.  As a result the DES provider was able 
to withdraw onsite job support after initial training. This also allowed the 
employees’ direct supervisor to become more involved in day-to-day training and 
monitoring activities, which is more similar to the process for people without 
disability. 
One supervisor was initially apprehensive of the time and effort required to work 
with the employees.  The interaction resulted in a positive change in attitude. 
“Hey, I was a little bit - when I first got introduced to them - oh, you 
know this is going to be - you're going to have to watch them all the 
time. I'm going to have to - what are they going to do? Am I going to 
find them doing something they shouldn’t? I've never had a problem. 
Never had a problem with them.” (S2S3) 
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Finally, within Supermarket 1, there is currently no involvement by a DES 
provider. The employees identified with disabilities perform their roles without the 
requirement of additional support. However interviewees did recall previous 
experience with DES providers with former employees and work experience 
participants. In the case of the last person with disability to be employed with DES 
provider assistance, the actual presence of the provider was minimal and the role of 
mentor and trainer was given to the employee’s supervisor. 
Therefore, a level of disparity across the Supermarket Stores was revealed 
concerning the extent to which people with disability should be represented at the 
local level, and how the practices encourage or constrain future employment 
opportunities for people with certain types of disability. The activities, relations and 
resources associated with disability employment are affected, not only by the level of 
physical presence of the DES provider within the store, but also by the relationship 
forged by the DES provider with the Store Manager and other staff. The legitimacy 
of DES provider support within the recruitment and maintenance of employee with 
disability appears to have been communicated, or understood, differently across the 
three stores. Despite these differences, however, a similar outcome for the sustaining 
of disability employment practices had emerged. Specifically, future employment 
opportunities, or the sustaining of disability employment for those people who are 
deemed to require DES provider support has been restricted. 
Aligning disability employment with organisational policies 
 
Organisational policies that legitimise disability employment practices, as 
identified in the Parent Company findings, were also revealed within the findings of 
the Supermarket Business Unit. Firstly, aligning disability employment with Equal 
Employment Opportunity (EEO) legislation, and secondly with workplace diversity, 
emerged for some as the means of legitimising the presence of disability 
employment at the local level. Thirdly, referring to organisational policies that 
either actually exist, or are assumed to exist, assisted some interviewees to 
legitimise the activities and behaviours occurring at the local level. 
Adopting disability employment practices 
 
As discussed in the findings of the Parent Company in Chapter Five, RetailCo 
has incorporated adherence to EEO and anti-discrimination legislation within their 
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employment policies and has further embedded the underlying principles of these 
pieces of legislation into their leadership values. Evidence of this shared 
understanding of the organisation being an equal opportunity employer as 
legitimising the adoption of disability employment emerged from the interview 
data across the three stores within the Supermarket Business Unit. 
“Well, I suppose we're an equal opportunity - like we've always - all 
of us have encountered it because we've had such long, as you know, 
service a lot of us with the company. We've just come to accept that 
everyone's the same, whether they're disabled, anything. Yeah, it's in 
the code of conduct that, equal opportunity for everyone.” (S2S1) 
Reference to diversity policies was given by some employees as an explanation 
of why people with disability are employed within the Business Unit and the 
organisation in general. However other interviewees understood the adoption of 
disability employment practices as both an EEO and workplace diversity initiative. 
“Well, it gives us more diversity and, yes, it involves everyone 
basically.  Everyone's seen as equal and, yeah.” (S2S1) 
Yet to another interviewee, when asked whether he thought disability 
employment fits under workplace diversity, he responded; “I didn't. But I can see 
that it probably does. I guess I don't think in those terminologies.” (S1MAN). He 
actually aligned disability with EEO by recalling a reference to disability within an 
existing policy: 
“The only policy really is the Equal Opportunity Policy and I think it 
does touch on disability in that. But that's the only thing that - the only 
policy that I can think of that we would even - that's an all- 
encompassing, when you talk about equal opportunity, well as far as 
I'm concerned that's what it is.” (S1MAN) 
In the opinion of the Store Manager of Supermarket 3, “as far as the diversity 
program and with those disability people, there would be something that would 
happen from Head Office” (S3MAN), suggesting that disability employment is a 
separate diversity initiative administered by the Parent Company, and facilitated by 
the Stores at the local level of the case organisation. 
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One reason for the different understandings of how disability may fit under the 
umbrella of workplace diversity is the reported lack of diversity training by both 
management and floor staff. 
“That would help, yeah, yeah I think it would help. Because there 
definitely is not enough training for that at all.” (S1S3) 
However another employee reported that the induction training for all new staff 
covered diversity with the workplace. 
“Yeah, and, yeah, well they've got to go through the induction 
training and usually it's done in-store. I know with my new people I 
always - yeah, well they've got to do the code of conduct before they 
actually come into the store anyway, and the EEO is part of our code 
of conduct. So they straightaway are taught or told about our 
diversity within the company.” (S2S1) 
The extent to which the adoption of disability employment practices is 
legitimised as an internal diversity initiative of the Parent Company, or as an 
organisational response to EEO legislation, appeared differently across the 
Supermarket Stores. 
Store Managers are responsible for the decision to employ people with 
disability. Therefore, for store floor staff members, the concept of compliance is in 
accordance with the instructions of the Store Manager. However, a distinction was 
revealed in how individual Store Managers perceive and respond to the Parent 
Company’s expectation for disability employment. One manager expressed concern 
that the Parent Company appears not to prioritise disability employment, as there are 
no specific performance criteria to meet. 
“There's nothing directly and, as I said, there's no direction saying 
you must hire someone with a disability, but I think it probably should 
be part of the criteria where we should be giving these guys an 
opportunity, because they're very loyal, they're hardworking and I just 
think, yeah, maybe we should do more in actual fact.” (S2MAN) 
Another Store Manager reported that disability employment has never been 
indicated as a priority and indeed the research interview was his first experience of 
talking specifically about disability within his entire working history with RetailCo. 
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“But as an organisation, maybe we just don't really focus on that area 
to any great extent. I wouldn't have - this is the first time I've ever 
spoken about disability in the workplace, other than really when I 
employed that baker in Mount Isa. To actually have a discussion with 
people about it.” (S1MAN) 
The new centralised procedure for recruitment however was identified by one 
staff member as constraining the opportunity to recruit people with disability at the 
local level. 
“No, see back then we didn't have to go through that process as much, 
a lot of it was done through the stores. See we used to be able to hire 
through the stores. But now we do go through that recruitment 
process, where we’ve actually got to go through our recruitment 
department at regional office. So we basically don’t see them until 
they come here.”  (S1S3) 
However, as previously discussed, Stores have facilitated employment for people 
with disability directly through DES providers. Therefore a lack of consistency 
across the stores was revealed in terms of which recruitment policies and procedures 
related to people with disability and when they should be enforced. 
Sustaining disability employment practices 
 
The understanding of ‘Equal Opportunity’ in this Business Unit appears to have 
extended beyond equality during the recruitment stage of employment. Indeed it was 
strongly asserted by most interviewees, that all employees, regardless of disability 
status, were given equal opportunities for training and promotion within each store. 
These opportunities however seem to be constrained by individual abilities and 
personal attributes. 
For example, there was consensus across the stores that training activities for 
non-management floor staff generally occur on an ad hoc basis. The formal training 
includes induction training conducted within the on-boarding process, and occasional 
workplace health and safety training. On-the-job training when required was 
generally reported as the most common form of training for all floor staff. The 
extent to which the employees with disability engaged in formal training varied 
depending on the type of disability, and more specifically, the perceptions held by 
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line managers and other staff concerning the person’s ability to undertake training 
activities. 
“I mean they obviously wouldn’t do the training for things like carton 
knives and pallet jacks and things like that. But all the general bits and 
pieces that come through definitely.” (S3S3) 
Across the Supermarkets, there was evidence that promotional opportunities 
have been facilitated for some employees with disability. Within Supermarket 1, the 
employee with the vision impairment has a long employment history within the 
Parent Company and has advanced to a supervisory role. The other employee 
identified as having a physical impairment works in a permanent part-time capacity 
and at this stage has not indicated a desire to be promoted, despite the Store Manager 
suggesting a management career path to him. 
“I actually asked him the other day, I said mate, do you want a 
fulltime job? Or are you happy to still to do your permanent part- 
time? Because I think he's doing 18, 20 hours a week for us. He said, 
no I'm studying acting, so thanks very much and I'm going to be an 
actor. Well I just thought - because I was actually looking at him for 
a management role as well.” (S1MAN) 
Similarly, in Supermarket 2, the employee with the hearing impairment has been 
promoted to the level of 3IC (supervisor in charge) due to her demonstrated abilities 
in performing her role within the Front End Customer Service department. These 
examples espoused by interviewees suggest that promotional opportunities are 
available for employees with disability across the stores and progression is 
determined by the same criteria identified for staff without disability. 
There was general consensus across the three stores that policies relating to 
employment matters were carried out in the same manner for people with disability 
and employees without disability. For example, both the Store Manager and another 
interviewee from one store recalled that the employment of the previous person with 
disability was terminated due to inappropriate behaviour and the situation was 
addressed according to organisational policies. 
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“He’d still be here today, but we had to let him go. He had a little 
misdemeanour, and because he was under the same rules as everyone 
else, we had to let him go.” (S1S1) 
As highlighted in the findings of the Parent Company in Chapter Five, policies 
around disability employment may be difficult to administer and detract from the 
intrinsic value of employing people with disability. However the evidence from this 
Business Unit suggests that, in the absence of such policies, staff tend to 
rationalise disability employment into existing policies that seem congruent for 
them. Indeed some employees who lacked any knowledge of how disability 
employment is facilitated within the Business Unit referred to non-existing policies 
in an attempt to rationalise the practice occurs. 
“I’d definitely say there’s policies and procedures in place for 
disabilities, but I haven’t gone over those, so I'm not familiar with the 
policies.” (S1S2) 
Regulative element summary 
 
Organisational policies incorporating the principles of EEO and anti- 
discrimination legislation and workplace diversity were raised as frameworks that 
assist the interviewees of the Supermarket Business Unit to facilitate disability 
employment. In some cases, this framework in fact has become taken-for-granted 
and thus will also be raised in the cultural-cognitive element. Organisational 
policies, as a mechanism, however, were included under the regulative element 
section to demonstrate that in the absence of shared understandings, interviewees 
referred to these policies to provide meaning to disability employment. The Parent 
Company was hence identified as a source of legitimacy because, through the 
inclusion of people with disability within organisational policies and specifically the 
online recruitment process, staff at the local level of the Stores legitimise the 
adopting and sustaining of disability employment practices against these policies. 
A continuum of reliance on DES provider assistance appeared across the stores, 
ranging from full assistance to avoidance, influenced by the type of disability and 
level of assistance required by the employee, and the relationship between the Store 
Manager and the DES provider. DES providers were therefore identified as a source 
of legitimacy within the regulative element.  The physical presence of DES providers 
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within the stores conferred legitimacy of the employment of people with higher 
support requirements, for example employees with intellectual impairments. The 
ways in which these providers negotiated ongoing workplace support requirements 
assisted the Store Managers to legitimise the placement of people with high support 
requirements within their working environment. 
The presence of DES providers also legitimised the types of roles assigned to 
employees with disability and the negation of any perceptions of safety risks within 
the working environment. The adoption of disability employment practices for 
people with high workplace support requirements could be legitimately aligned with 
existing organisational activities at the local level through the support that these 
providers offered within each store. The Store Managers at the local level also 
conferred legitimacy on the individual DES providers through the maintenance, and 
indeed the severing, of relationships. This process has served to both sustain and 
hinder ongoing employment opportunities people with disability requiring on-going 
workplace support. Relationships with DES providers have had little effect on the 
creation of future employment opportunities for people with disability who do not 
require ongoing workplace support from DES providers. Figure 6.2 presents the 
mechanisms and sources of legitimacy revealed within the Regulative Element. 
The Normative Element 
 
The normative element is represented by internalised social obligations, and 
behaviours are morally governed, rather than guided by external sanctions (Scott, 
2008b). Organisational activities and behaviours are evaluated against prescriptive 
socially desirable norms and roles. The acknowledgment of disability employment 
as the ‘right thing to do’ became evident within the findings of the Supermarket 
Business Unit. However some interviewees offered two rationales as to why they 
believed the employment of people with disability was meeting social expectations 
of the organisation. Firstly, some interviewees viewed disability employment as a 
public relations or community activity, thus benefiting the organisation through 
building a positive reputation by meeting expectations of large organisations being 
socially responsible.  Secondly, other interviewees identified with the intrinsic value 
of the benefits of employment are for a person with disability. 
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Figure 6.2. Mechanisms and sources of legitimacy revealed within the regulative element at the 
Supermarket Business Unit Level.  Sources of legitimacy appear in red 
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Meeting expectations of community, customers, and society 
 
Adopting disability employment practices 
 
A number of interviewees, particularly from Supermarket 3, expressed the view 
that their customer base acknowledges that RetailCo is meeting the social 
expectation for large organisations to move beyond business objectives to focus 
on social issues and community support: 
 
“I guess they see that the company is actually caring. We’re a caring 
company, not just after money, money, money. Which then I guess is 
[RetailCo] going back into the community.” (S3S1); 
 
“I think the customers think it’s great that a big company can do 
something.” (S3S2); 
 
“In general the public really endorse it. They think it's a good thing, 
what [RetailCo] are doing. I think it's good for the customers to see that, 
the community thinks that we're doing the right thing,” (S3MAN) 
Being a part of an organisation that is meeting the perceived moral obligation of 
large companies to create employment opportunities for people with disability was 
expressed with a certain amount of pride. 
“To be able to have these people engaged in work and being effective 
in what they do and they can be, there's no reason why they can't be. 
To support that it takes a burden out of society and it creates a more 
harmonious place to live.” (S1MAN) 
Rather than viewing disability employment from the perspective of how it is 
beneficial for the organisation, most interviewees commented on the value of 
employment for a person with disability within his/her life, and expressed a certain 
amount of pride in being involved in making such a difference. The four quotations 
presented below, were chosen as being representative of each Store, to illustrate the 
connection some interviewees made between the disability employment practices 
within their store and the intrinsic value of work being of benefit to people with 
disability. 
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“Yeah, I mean they need a go too, they need a chance to get out there 
and get amongst the public and work with people.  Yeah definitely.” 
S1S3 
 
“The slower people, a bit slower mentally and things like that, that 
they can have a meaningful job without - they're here and we chat to 
them and say hi and make them feel part of the team.  It's great.” S2S2 
“I suppose, too - I know if I was a parent and I had a disability person 
I'd like to think that somebody or some company would give them a 
chance to do something, otherwise I'm quite sure that life would be 
pretty boring for that particular person, just going to a school or an 
institute or something like that. So therefore they would do activities 
and all that throughout the day, but this way it gives them a little bit of 
a purpose.” S3MAN 
“I don’t know if I’ve been told why, but I mean you can tell why. 
Everyone needs a job out there whether you’ve got a disability or 
not.” S3S2 
Sustaining disability employment practices 
 
Some interviewees expressed concern that RetailCo is not doing enough to 
sustain disability employment to continue to meet this moral obligation and social 
expectation. 
“Because I feel that we don't see enough of it, you know my time, I've 
been with the company for 30 years. I’ve been with the company for a 
long time, but I haven’t seen a great deal of disability come through 
the stores. I mean I've seen it, don’t get me wrong, but 30 years a 
long time and not see a lot of it.” (S1S3) 
“But that's me personally. Me personally, my attitude in the way that I 
manage that portion of what I do. But as an organisation, maybe we 
just don't really focus on that area to any great extent.” (S1MAN) 
“Probably could do it better, because I daresay I in my time, floating 
around  stores  I  haven't  seen  a  great  deal  of  it,  like  disability 
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employees. I wouldn’t say they’re probably doing fantastic, but room 
to probably do a bit more possibly. “(S1S2) 
“Oh they need yeah, they need to get more involved I think with 
people from agencies and with disability.” (S1S3) 
“Look I think there's always opportunities to do it better.” (S2MAN) 
 
“I think we would do it very well but I'm not quite sure we could 
probably do it better. But from what I've seen, we do it very well.” 
(S2S2) 
Therefore, the adoption of disability employment practices was legitimised as 
meeting the expectations of the community and society in general for a large 
company to provide employment opportunities for people with disability. However, 
the ways in which these practices are sustained to created ongoing opportunities was 
raised as a concern. 
Normative element summary 
 
The interviewees legitimised disability employment by meeting the expectations 
that are related to socially acceptable behaviours for large organisations with regard 
to their moral obligation of providing employment opportunities for people with 
disability. Interestingly, there was considerable concern expressed that the 
organisation as a whole could be ‘doing better’. However these interviewees, at the 
same time, believed that their store was ‘doing enough’ and indeed, ‘doing it well’. 
The community, customers, people with disability and society in general were 
identified as sources from which the Supermarket Business Unit seeks legitimacy for 
adopting disability employment practices. The Parent Company and the Store 
Managers were also identified as sources of legitimacy for the sustaining of these 
practices across the Business Unit. Figure 6.3 presents the mechanisms and sources 
of legitimacy revealed within the Normative Element. 
The Cultural-Cognitive Element 
 
Within the Cultural-Cognitive element, taken-for-granted beliefs and shared 
meanings and understandings underlie social order (Scott, 2008b). According to 
Scott (2008b), social reality is referenced against external symbolic frameworks, and 
is represented in the shared understandings that have formed through long-term 
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Figure 6.3. Mechanisms and sources of legitimacy revealed within the normative element at 
the Supermarket Business Unit Level.  Sources of legitimacy appear in red. 
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adherence to policies reflecting legislative requirements within workplaces. The first 
mechanism discussed represented the way in which organisational policies around 
EEO and diversity have become embedded within everyday practices. This has 
legitimated both the adopting and sustaining of disability employment practices. 
In accordance with Scott’s (2008b) argument that roles arise as common 
understandings develop that particular actions are associated with particular actors, 
the two mechanisms were revealed from the data that the stores adopted in order to 
legitimise disability employment within their local settings. Roles assigned to 
employees with particular disabilities, i.e. intellectual and other cognitive 
impairments, and the level of DES provider support, tend to appear similar across the 
stores. Yet employees with other types of disabilities, i.e. physical and sensory, are 
employed in different types of roles. Finally, the support of co-workers as a 
mechanism to maintain existing positions, and to create a workplace that would 
sustain future opportunities, was also revealed. 
Drawing on constitutive beliefs about EEO and Workplace Diversity 
 
Adopting and sustaining disability employment practices 
 
As discussed within the Regulative Element section in this chapter, shared 
understandings and beliefs about equal employment opportunities, intolerance for 
discriminatory behaviour, and acceptance of diversity within the workplace, have 
been embedded within the everyday practices across the stores within the 
Supermarket Business Unit. The Supermarket brand of RetailCo was the founding 
business upon which the Parent Company has expanded through establishing and 
acquiring new brands. As a result, there is a long history of underlying values that 
align with the principles of EEO, anti-discrimination, and workplace diversity. 
Furthermore, the tenure of the interviewees within this Business Unit was long, 
averaging around 15.5 years (refer to Figure 4.4 in Chapter Four). Policies reflecting 
regulative requirements have become taken for granted and serve to guide rather 
than constrain disability employment practices. An underlying belief that the 
organisation always acts in appropriate ways with regard to employment 
relations was expressed. 
“Well, I suppose we're an equal opportunity - like we've always - all 
of us have encountered it because we've had such long, as you know, 
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service a lot of us with the company. We've just come to accept that 
everyone's the same, whether they're disabled, anything. Yeah, it's in 
the code of conduct that, no, equal opportunity for everyone.” (S2S1) 
Assigning specific roles for people with disability 
 
Adopting and sustaining disability employment practices 
 
A common role of stock filling and store presentation, within the Long 
Life department, was revealed across the stores. Four of the seven employees 
identified as having a disability across the stores are employed within the Long Life 
department, with their role consisting mainly of stock replenishment and cleaning. 
These employees also are the only people identified with cognitive (or 
intellectual) impairments. The other three employees have physical or sensory 
impairments and are employed in different types of roles. This commonality could 
be due to availability of the role, as in the case of the two employees in 
Supermarket 2, who replaced employees with disability who had left the positions; 
or it could be due to this role being specifically created for the person with 
disability. 
When questioned if the roles were created for the employees to suit their 
individual abilities or whether these roles were specified within the structure of the 
store, the Store Manager of Supermarket 2 related the job match process as a 
convenience for the business that at the same time created employment opportunities. 
“It's part of the process I suppose of the day-to-day running of the 
store, so it has to happen. So it wasn't created especially for [the two 
employees], it was more created for we've got an opportunity here and 
why not utilise these guys to do it. It's normally a night fill role. As 
long as the role is done, like it gets completed and it's still within that 
timeframe” (S2MAN) 
Hence the role as defined in this store would normally be subsumed within the night 
fill role, however, to create employment opportunities, the Store Manager separated 
aspects of the night fill role for the employees with disability to perform. 
A similar scenario occurred at Supermarket 3, for the two employees with Down 
Syndrome, but the duties are more focussed on cleaning. However, the Store 
Manager did state that he did not feel comfortable with their roles being confined to 
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only cleaning but recognised that repetitious roles were best suited to the employees 
because of their disability. 
”We like to try to not just use them for just cleaning. We get them to 
date code, stamp things and all that sort of stuff as well. So a lot of it 
is very, very repetitious, but then again, they're very comfortable with 
that, they're very confident with that, comfortable with that. If you 
change things, sometimes it might throw them out.” (S3MAN) 
Although rationales for the similarity in the roles were evident in the sample 
stores of this study, a couple of interviewees did comment on previous experiences 
which suggest that the role of store presentation and stock filling within the Long 
Life Department may indeed be common within other stores. 
“Well the ones that I mainly dealt with, were employed in the long life 
department, yeah so mainly because of their disability, we didn't 
really put them on a register. The use of money and what not, but 
yeah they used to go into probably the long life with packing and 
ticketing and stuff like that.” (S1S3) 
“I haven't, I have worked in one store at the time in long life, there 
was a couple of students that came through, that were - I don't know if 
that was more a disability. But I'm pretty sure they were autistic, and 
they were just facing and doing a lot of my task within grocery 
department. But in my time in produce, I've never encountered any 
disability roles or not seen anyone come through within produce”. 
(S1S2) 
Given that the roles of the employees with physical and sensory impairments, within 
Supermarkets 1 and 2, fall within other areas and involve more complex tasks and 
responsibilities, type of disability, or impairment, may dictate the type of role offered 
to people with disability. 
“I mean it all comes down to obviously their disability and what 
you're working with and their strengths and their weaknesses I 
suppose and whether they're suitable for different roles. It's the same 
with people without disabilities.” (S2S1) 
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The context of the working environment and the jobs conducted within the 
workplace were also found to influence interviewees’ perceptions of the types of 
roles that a person with disability could perform. 
“In a wheelchair it would be a little bit hard maybe, because the 
shelves are a little bit taller. Depends what kind of work [RetailCo] 
would give them. They can do something in the office, print tickets for 
people. They can sit at a desk and do that. But I think maybe in a 
wheelchair it might be a little bit hard in a Supermarket. Not saying it 
can’t work. You know it could work, but yeah. You could always give 
it a go.” (S3S2) 
Both the context of the working environment, e.g. types of task, and the abilities of 
the person with disability, determine the type of roles performed by employees 
with disability. However one further influence that emerged was the way in which 
one Store Manager understood the concept of meaningful employment within the 
context of meeting his business objectives and the types of job available within his 
Store. 
The Store Manager from Supermarket 1 expressed difficulty in reconciling how 
employing people with intellectual impairments can be beneficial for the business 
whilst creating meaningful employment opportunities for the individual. 
“I have had experience with bringing people with Down Syndrome 
through as well. But unfortunately, I find that our business has moved 
on so far with technology and the way that the expectations of our 
customers. Just being able to interact and make meaningful tasks for 
those people, which is - which doesn't sit well with me. If I say, right 
oh, you're going out there and you're going to face up the store and 
that's what you're going to do every day for the rest of your life. That 
doesn't sit well with me, but I struggle I guess with that sort of 
disability, in defining a meaningful role. But also getting a business 
outcome out of that role and delivering what the company's 
expectations and our customers' expectations are as well.” (S1MAN) 
Needless to say, there are no employees with cognitive or intellectual impairments 
employed within Supermarket 1. However, the Store Manager did express that his 
view may not prevail throughout the store.   
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“Each person has their own slant and for me there's 146 employees in 
this shop. For me to say, well each one of them is going to have the 
same opinion I do about disabilities and manage them the same way, 
would just be wrong.”(S1MAN) 
Matching the abilities of people with disability to requirements of roles 
 
Adopting and sustaining disability employment practices 
 
The usual recruitment practice within the Supermarket Business Unit is to 
inform the HR Shared Services Unit of the vacancy so that this Unit can facilitate the 
advertisement of position (on the online recruitment website). The HR Shared 
Services Unit then shortlists applicants and the Store Managers conduct the 
interviews and make the final hiring decision. As discussed previously, the online 
recruitment process has the facility for the job applicant to nominate whether they 
have a disability and what type of support or workplace accommodations they may 
require to perform the role. In this scenario, the person with disability is recruited 
according to their skill set and personal attributes, in conjunction with consideration 
of workplace accommodations. 
With regard to employees with disability who were recruited via the standard 
process, there was a commonality in the nature of disability that the current 
employees within the sample stores were identified as having, and other employees 
to whom the interviewees recalled from previous experiences. Within Supermarkets 
1 and 2, the employees with physical and sensory impairments were recruited via the 
usual process and assessed on their suitability for the role for which they applied. 
Although special roles were not created for them, minor workplace modifications 
were put in place to assist the employee to perform their duties. 
As previously outlined, there are two distinct methods of recruitment that appear 
across the Supermarket Stores: usual online recruitment and DES provider 
facilitated. There is evidence to suggest that the methods of recruitment differ due to 
type of disability, i.e. people with intellectual and cognitive impairments are more 
likely to be facilitated by DES Providers, whereas people with physical and sensory 
impairments are more likely to be able to facilitate their own job application through 
the standardised system. However, attitudes about disability, in particular 
generalisations about characteristics of certain disabilities, may contribute to the 
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decision-making process regarding disability employment. Furthermore, these 
attitudes may be informed by previous experiences, both from within and outside the 
context of the work environment. 
For example, within Supermarket 3, a shared understanding of ‘disability’ has 
emerged based on the abilities of the two employees with Down Syndrome, and the 
level of support provided by the DES Provider has led to their employment as 
appearing as a separate activity operating alongside normal business functions. This 
common understanding appears to limit future employment opportunities for people 
with disability due to the perception that disability refers to people with intellectual 
impairment. 
“Well, in this particular store I think two is enough, because of the job 
functions that we've got available for them, plus you can't put them in 
butchers, delis where there's machinery, bakeries where there's 
machinery, and probably produce might be a little bit difficult for 
them, knowing and understanding how important quality is. So the 
fresh foods are probably very hard for them to go into unless it's more 
of a cleaning side of things.” (S3MAN) 
Alternatively in Supermarket 1, where the employees with disability are fully 
integrated within the normal operations of business, the prospect of employing a 
person who may require additional support to fulfil the functions of their role, or 
indeed have a role created to suit their capabilities, is not a consideration for the 
Store Manager at this point in time.  This limits future employment opportunities for 
people with intellectual or cognitive impairments. 
In Supermarket 2, however, where there is a representation of both intellectual 
and cognitive impairments, and physical and sensory impairments, and experience 
with limited DES Provider support, attitudes and understandings of disability 
employment practices within the store, seem to be less focussed on the ‘disability’ 
and more focused on the person’s ability. 
“Disability does not define who they are or even define how they do 
their work. They might have moved beyond that disability.” (S2S2) 
Hence understandings of disability may be constructed by organisational contexts or 
personal experiences, or indeed a combination of both. 
Chapter 6: Supermarket Business Unit Findings 142 
 
 
Co-workers emerging in the role of ‘support worker’ 
 
Sustaining disability employment practices 
 
In the absence of full-time DES Provider support, as is the case in Supermarket 
3, two particular workers within the other stores emerged as proxy support workers 
for employees with disability. They reported that whenever an employee with 
disability had started, or work experience placements had been organised, the 
individuals would be paired up with these employees. They rationalised that this 
buddying system probably developed due to their experience and personality traits of 
tolerance and patience, but expressed the desire for this role to be expanded to 
include others. 
“It’s not a problem, but as far as the disability part, I don’t mind it, if 
I do get someone placed with me, but I’d like to see someone else do 
it. If I’m still in this store, kind of thing, just to – I can help them to 
watch them grow with it.”(S1S1) 
 
Cultural-cognitive element summary 
 
The roles that the employees with disability perform within the stores have been 
determined by the person’s ability, and creative manipulation of standard roles to 
match the abilities of the employee with disability, tempered by the extent to which 
the Store Manager can reconcile such adjustments with overall business objectives. 
Therefore, a complex interplay of standardised operational activities underpinned by 
EEO and diversity principles, personal values that are shared by the majority, and 
leadership that is equally informed by personal values and business objectives, 
appears to underlie this element. Aspects of the regulative and normative elements 
that have become unquestionable thus appear also within the cultural-cognitive 
element. However the extent to which each store’s involvement in disability 
employment aligns with the expectations of the Parent Company has caused concern 
amongst the Store Managers, and may ultimately affect future employment 
opportunities for people with disability at this local level of the organisation. 
The Store Managers were instrumental in legitimising the roles provided for the 
people with disability. However, the abilities of the people with disability also 
provided the basis from which the Store Managers were able to legitimise the type of 
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role offered. The DES providers were also sources of legitimacy insofar as their 
support also determined which roles the employees could continue to perform 
alongside the existing organisational structure and activities. As the staff sought 
legitimacy of disability employment practices from the organisational policies that 
incorporated the principles of EEO and diversity, the Parent Company was also 
identified as a source of legitimacy. Figure 6.4 presents the legitimising mechanisms 
and sources of legitimacy within the cultural-cognitive element. 
Summary of Legitimising Mechanisms 
 
The salient mechanisms used within the Supermarket Business Unit for 
legitimising disability employment practices within the existing organisational 
structure and activities revealed from the data were: 
a) Aligning disability employment with principles of EEO and workplace 
diversity; 
b) Utilising DES provider support during both recruitment and on the job 
support; 
c) Matching abilities of applicants with disability to the requirements of 
available jobs; 
d) Redefining roles to suit abilities of applicants with disability; and 
e) Providing on-the-job support by co-workers. 
 
Interaction and Alignment of Institutional Elements 
 
There was evidence within the Supermarket Business Unit that the three 
elements, regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive, underpin the ways in which 
the adoption of disability employment practices are legitimised within individual 
stores. Firstly, the two methods of recruitment of people with disability that were 
revealed across the three Supermarket stores: online recruitment facilitated by HR 
Shared Services, and direct approach from DES providers, were legitimised against 
organisational policies. In all stores, the final selection process is conducted and 
guided by the Store Manager. However, the method of recruitment varied according 
to the type of disability and the amount of on the job support required for the 
employee. The recruitment of the employees with intellectual and cognitive 
impairments has been facilitated with the assistance of DES Providers. The 
employees with physical and sensory impairments were recruited through the usual 
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Figure 6.4. Mechanisms and sources of legitimacy within the cultural-cognitive element at 
the Supermarket Business Unit Level. Sources of legitimacy appear in red. 
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organisational recruitment process at the time of their employment. DES provider 
involvement appears to be a critical component in assisting people with intellectual 
and cognitive impairments into employment as they assist with on the job training 
and support, and communication with co-workers regarding the person’s individual 
requirements. The quality of relationship was also revealed as important, as the 
Store Manager of Supermarket 1 is reluctant about future involvement with DES 
Providers due to unfavourable past experiences. 
The principles of EEO legislation appear to have been embedded within 
everyday activities that guide behaviours regarding disability employment. Thus 
EEO as a symbolic framework has moved along the continuum from the regulative 
and normative elements to become evidenced in the more durable element of 
cultural-cognitive. It was strongly asserted by most interviewees, that all employees, 
regardless of disability status, were given equal opportunities for training and 
promotion within each store. These opportunities however are constrained by 
individual abilities and personal attributes. Underpinning this consensus was the 
shared belief that the organisation values equal employment opportunities and 
workplace diversity. 
The unique situation within Supermarket 3 of full-time DES Provider support 
has allowed this store to align disability with their activities by running 
administration of all employment matter alongside normal practices. Although the 
employees are included within the social aspect of the working environment, the 
DES Provider oversees the day-to-day practices. The other two stores however have 
integrated the activities of the employees with disability into everyday practices. Co- 
workers have assumed the role of ‘on-the-job’ support. Job matching on skills and 
abilities has assisted alignment of disability employment with Business Unit and 
store activities. 
Across all three stores within the Supermarket Business Unit, there was evidence 
to suggest that the normative element, indicated by the reference to the organisation’s 
moral obligation to employ people with disability, coupled with the social 
expectation that employment is beneficial for everyone, regardless of disability 
status, has been embedded within shared understandings of the benefits of disability 
employment.  These shared logics of action and confidence and sense of pride in 
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their practices underpinned the tone of the interviews. A common rationale of 
‘ doing the right thing’ because  “it's win-win for everyone” (S3MAN) emerged. 
The Store Manager in Supermarket 1 expressed the exception to this finding. He 
was unable to rationalise employing a person with intellectual or cognitive 
impairment, as he believed he is unable to provide them ‘meaningful’ work. His 
logic of action is still guided by the leadership value of “always do the right thing”. 
However his understanding of “the right thing” is congruent with the organisational 
practices of employing people who are ‘right for the job’, defined by business 
objectives, not necessarily by disability employment objectives of the Parent 
Company. Nevertheless, he has employed people with disability, based on the 
suitability of their skill set to the role, and their employment has proven to be 
sustainable. 
Within the Supermarket Business Unit overall, a sense of pride of being able to 
assist people with disability within employment was prominent. Furthermore, the 
interviewees in general were confident that the way their store was managing 
disability employment was successful in meeting business objectives and 
expectations from their customers and local communities. There was a concern that 
the Parent Company is not doing enough to create more opportunities for people with 
disability. 
In Supermarket 3, where the presence of the DES provider is the most 
visible, a shared understanding of disability employment as a government initiative, 
negotiated with higher levels of the Parent Company, has emerged. This has resulted 
in the opinion that this store is participating in this government program and thus is 
seeking legitimacy from the Parent Company for complying with this program, and 
from the DES provider as the perceived coordinator of this program. Therefore the 
assumptions of the regulatory element underpin the source of legitimacy for this 
store. The normative assumption of moral obligation for the organisation to employ 
people with disability has been embedded. 
Within Supermarket 2, both normative and cultural-cognitive elements underpin 
the legitimacy of disability employment as the process aligns with overall business 
objectives, e.g. negligible drain on resources, whilst meeting the moral obligation the 
organisation to create opportunities for people with disability. As the employees 
work outside of store opening hours, the need to seek approval from customers was 
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not present in this store. Finally, the Store Manager of Supermarket 1 appears not to 
be seeking legitimacy from any source, as he believes it is not a priority of the 
organisation, when compared to meeting business objectives. 
Overall, the Supermarket Business Unit legitimises its local disability 
employment practices against their own business objectives, which encompass 
effectively managing their internal working environments, meeting expectations of 
their local community, adhering to Parent Company policies and guidelines, and 
ensuring each store is profitable. 
Across the Supermarket Stores, the Store Managers are responsible for the 
decision to employ people with disability. Therefore, for store floor staff members, 
the concept of compliance is in accordance with the instructions of the Store 
Manager. However, a distinction was revealed in how individual Store Managers 
perceive and respond to the Parent Company’s expectation for disability 
employment. One manager expressed concern that the Parent Company appears not 
to prioritise disability employment, as there are no specific performance criteria to 
meet. Another Store Manager reported that disability employment has never been 
indicated as a priority and indeed the research interview was his first experience of 
talking specifically about disability within his entire working history with RetailCo. 
The third Store Manager understands disability employment to be a government 
program that is negotiated at the HR level and the employees are placed in store. 
Therefore the program is regulated at a higher organisational level. 
“Obviously the agencies that have obviously got in contact with 
[RetailCo] in the past have obviously set up programs to make it 
inviting for us to actually give these particular people a go, and then 
it's up to us to make sure that we've got the right people that are 
looking after them, encouraging them, making sure that they feel a 
part of the team. So whoever the agencies are that actually get in 
contact with [RetailCo] and work out the program, we basically 
follow suit.” (S3MAN) 
Therefore, there seems to be a level of disparity across the Supermarket Stores 
about the extent to which people with disability should be represented at the local 
level, and how the practices encourage or constrain future employment opportunities 
for people with certain types of disability. 
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Figure 6.5 presents the alignment of the institutional elements supporting 
disability employment within the Supermarket Business Unit. The next chapter 
follows the same format to present the findings and analysis of the interview data 
collected from the interviewees from the Hardware Business Unit. 
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Figure 6.5 Alignment of the institutional elements supporting disability employment 
within the Supermarket Busiess Unit.  Sources of legitimacy appear in red. 
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Table 6.1 
 
Supermarket Business Unit Analysis Summary 
 
Assumption Regulative Normative Cultural-Cognitive 
Motive for 
Compliance 
Existing organisational policies 
around EEO, anti- 
discrimination and workplace 
diversity 
Expectation of society for large 
organisations to be EEO compliant 
and employ people with disability 
Employment is good for people with 
disability 
EEO principles embedded in work practices 
Good for business/ community/ customers/ 
people with disability 
Basis of Order Relationship with DES 
Providers 
 Job matching for skills and abilities 
Redefinition of roles for certain impairments 
DES Provider Assistance as required 
Co-workers as proxy support workers 
Logic of Action Government program The “right thing to do” for large 
companies 
Employment is good for people with 
disability 
Good for business/ community/ customers/ 
people with disability 
Affect  Sense of pride of “doing the right 
thing” 
Pride in own practices but critical of 
organisation as a whole 
Confidence that practices are good 
Uncertainty about ‘doing enough’ 
Basis of 
Legitimacy 
Existing organisational policies Good for people with disability 
Good for community 
Good for business/ community/ customers/ 
people with disability 
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Chapter 7:  Hardware Business Unit Findings 
 
Chapter Seven presents the findings that emerged from the Hardware Business 
Unit. The participants interviewed within the three Stores represent the local level of 
this Business Unit within RetailCo (Figure 7.1). Each store within the Hardware 
Business Unit currently employs more than one person with disability. 
Following the format of the previous chapter, the first section presents the 
contextual information of the Business Unit, providing the details of the common 
departments in the Stores, an overview of the current employees with disabilities and 
details about their roles. The mechanisms that underlie the activities relating to the 
adoption of disability employment practices and the ways in which  these 
mechanisms sustain disability employment at the Hardware Business Unit level are 
presented within each of the three institutional elements of the Three Pillar 
Framework (Scott, 2008b): regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive. The 
identification of the mechanisms was guided by Scott’s (2008b) argument that 
institutions are comprised of these three elements that provide meaning to social life, 
and are reflected in activities, relations and resources. As in the previous chapters, 
the extensive use of direct quotations from the interviewees is used to provide a rich 
and thick description of the interviewees’ accounts within the relative contexts. 
The final section provides a description of the extent to which the three elements 
align and mutually support disability employment practices within the Hardware 
Business Unit.  The findings serve to answer the following questions: 
I. What are the mechanisms that underlie the adoption of disability employment 
practices within the Hardware Business Unit level? 
II. How do (or do not) these mechanisms sustain disability employment practices? 
 
III. What are the sources of legitimacy of disability employment identified at the 
Hardware Business Unit level? 
IV. How do the regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive elements interact and 
align to legitimise disability employment at the Hardware Business Unit level? 
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HARDWARE BUSINESS UNIT 
 
HARDWARE STORE 1 
H1MAN 
H1S1; H1S2; H1S3; H1S4; 
H1S5 
 
HARDWARE STORE 2 
H2MAN 
H2S1; H2S2; H2S3; H2S4 
 
HARDWARE STORE 3 
H3MAN 
H3S1; H3S2; H3S3; H3S4 
HUMAN RESOURCE 
SHARED SERVICES UNIT 
HARDWARE 
BUSINESS UNIT 
HUMAN RESOURCES 
SUPERMARKET 
BUSINESS UNIT 
 
 
 
 
PARENT 
COMPANY 
MESO-LEVEL 
DIVERSITY MANAGER 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.1.  Hardware Business Unit position within RetailCo and interviewee codes 
 
 
 
Contextual Overview of the Hardware Business Unit 
Common hardware store departments 
Each Hardware Store within the sample had similar departments determined by 
the type of products or service provided. 
Customer Service (Front End): where employees finalise customers’ purchases on 
the registers. This area involves: interaction with customers, cash handling, and 
minimal heavy lifting, but constant standing in one place. This department is also 
responsible for trolley collecting from the car parks, and running the Service Desk, 
where returns, exchanges, and specialised customer service transactions occur. 
 
 
 
 
BUSINESS 
UNITS 
LOCAL-LEVEL 
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Departments according to products: For example: Tools; Trade and Hardware; 
Garden and Outdoor Living; Kitchens; Flooring; Bathroom and Plumbing; Painting 
and Decorating; Cleaning and Storage. Roles within these departments mainly 
involve customer service duties; however duties and responsibilities extend to 
shelving and ordering stock. 
Goods inwards/receiving: This department is back of house and involves receiving 
stock orders transported to the store and unloading stock and inventory control. Use 
of machinery and heavy lifting are key role requirements in this area. 
Administration department: the roles in this area involve complex administration 
and reporting tasks. 
Current employees with disability and roles performed 
 
Hardware Store 1: Within Hardware Store 1, the Store Manager identified two 
employees with disability currently employed. The first employee has a physical 
impairment and works within the Trade and Hardware Department. This person has 
been employed with the Hardware Business Unit for approximately three years. He 
started at another store within this Business Unit and when Hardware Store 1 opened, 
approximately three months prior to the interviews, he applied for a transfer to this 
store as it was located closer to his home. This employee holds a trade qualification, 
but is unable to work in this field due to his acquired physical impairment. He 
currently performs all the requirements of the job, with a focus on customer 
service. The employee is employed in a permanent part-time capacity and works the 
morning shift as this suits his lifestyle. He does not have any support from a DES 
provider but the Hardware Business Unit installed a lift in the store to facilitate 
access to the staff lunch facilities. 
The second employee with disability identified by the Store Manager has Down 
Syndrome and currently works in the Garden and Outdoor Living Department. Her 
employment was facilitated through a local DES provider when the store opened. 
Her role consists mainly of watering the plants for sale in the plant nursery section of 
the department. At the time of the interview, she was receiving full-time support 
from the DES provider, across the two regular 4-hour shifts each week. On the day 
the data collection interview was conducted, this employee, her DES provider 
support worker, her mother, and her direct supervisor held a meeting to discuss the 
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gradual withdrawal of DES provider support. After this meeting, the attendees 
agreed to meet with the researcher to participate in a group interview. The data 
collected in this interview from the interviewees not employed by the Business Unit, 
i.e. the employee’s mother and DES provider support worker, was included in the 
data analysis for triangulation purposes. 
Interestingly, although the Store Manager of Hardware Store 1 referred only to 
these two employees, within the other interviews conducted in this store two other 
employees with disability were identified. The first employee has a physical 
impairment, an amputated arm, and works within the Tools department. Two 
interviewees referred to this employee, as they worked closely with him. He is 
employed on a permanent part-time basis and can perform every aspect of the job 
requirements without DES Provider assistance. No mention was made that he ever 
had DES Provider assistance and it was assumed he was recruited through the normal 
centralised recruitment process. 
The other employee with disability, referred to by two interviewees, appears to 
be on a work-experience placement; however the details of this were not clear. One 
interviewee works closely with the employee with disability and facilitates his 
activities; however he was unable to provide information regarding his impairment, 
the role, and terms of employment. The other interviewee referred to this particular 
employee by name but was also unaware of the nature of his role and employment 
status. 
Hardware Store 2: The Store Manager of Hardware Store 2 identified two 
employees with disability, and the other interviewees also identified these 
employees. Both employees have Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) but with 
different levels of functioning. The first employee, who was described as 
demonstrating quite aggressive behaviours, a lack of concentration, and low 
enthusiasm, transferred from Hardware Store 3 when the current store opened as this 
store was closer to his home. The Store Manager reported that he was aware of the 
manifestations of this employee’s disability with regard to performance issues and 
the need for specialised tasks and routines prior to the transfer. He is employed in a 
permanent part-time capacity and works 25 hours per week. He works in the Garden 
and Outdoor Living Department and his duties include watering the plants, cleaning, 
and removal of rubbish from the departmental area. This was the same role as he had 
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prior to the transfer. Although he had on-site DES provider support at the beginning 
of his employment, this support has been reduced to six-monthly visits, or when a 
problem arises. 
The second employee also has ASD, but is described as high functioning. He 
works on a casual basis, also in the Garden and Outdoor Living Department. 
Although his role is similar to that of the other employee with ASD, his role does 
include customer service duties. His employment was facilitated by a DES Provider, 
but with minimal support. Some support was given in the interview stage, however 
ongoing on the job support has not been facilitated by the DES Provider. 
Hardware Store 3: The Store Manager of Hardware Store 3 identified three 
employees with disability. The first employee was referred to as having a learning 
impairment, insofar as he required instructions to be repeated and explained in detail, 
and due to his low level of literacy skills. He is currently employed in the Garden 
and Outdoor Living department and works inside the store. His role mainly consists 
of stock replenishment duties with some customer service. He was originally 
employed in a casual capacity when the store opened approximately three years ago, 
but has been recently been made a full-time employee. This employee received DES 
provider support in during the initial two years of employment, which was gradually 
reduced to no support and deregistration with the provider. The focus of the DES 
provider support was around communication skills with co-workers and out of work 
issues. 
The second employee works in the Customer Service Department and has been 
employed for approximately two years on a part-time basis. His impairment is ASD, 
and his duties involve cash register work, trolley collecting and occasional 
placements on the Service Desk. This employee currently receives no DES provider 
support, however some interviewees seemed to remember limited support provided 
during the beginning phase of his employment. The third employee was only briefly 
mentioned by the Store Manager as having a mild physical impairment (one leg 
longer than the other), and was not regarded as being an employee with disability as 
he is able to fulfil all aspects of the role with no outside support or workplace 
modifications. This employee was not referred to within conversations with other 
interviewees. 
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Institutional Elements and Related Mechanisms 
 
This section presents the findings of the data collected from the interviewees 
from the three stores within the Hardware Business Unit. The mechanisms 
underlying the adoption of disability employment practices that emerged from the 
data are discussed under the relevant element: regulative, normative, and cultural- 
cognitive, according to the Three Pillar framework (Scott, 2008b) (refer Table 7.1). 
An interesting finding revealed from within this Business Unit was the apparent lack 
of ongoing recruitment of people with disability extending beyond the initial 
placements provided as part of the targeted recruitment process for new Hardware 
Stores, as discussed in Chapter Six. Hence the focus of the findings in this chapter 
relate to the mechanisms underlying the adoption of disability employment rather 
than the sustaining of such practices. 
The Regulative Element 
 
According to Scott (2008b), the regulative element is represented by the 
presence of rules, regulations and monitoring activities that are reflected in 
organisational activities, relations and resources (Scott, 2008b). The mechanism 
underlying the adoption of disability employment practices that emerged within this 
element was reference to workplace diversity and EEO underlying the organisational 
policies regarding the employment of people with disability, and in particular, the 
targeted recruitment process within new Hardware stores. Reference was made 
generally to the overarching organisational policies that legitimise the adoption of 
disability employment that appear within the Stores of the Hardware Business Unit. 
Aligning disability employment with organisational policies 
 
Adopting disability employment practices 
 
Although there are no specific policies around disability employment, other 
organisational policies, with particular reference to the overarching framework 
provided by the Parent Company, were inferred from many interviewees as a 
prominent legitimising mechanism for the adoption of disability employment 
practices. 
“RetailCo is a massive company and they have - if something that they 
have done properly since we opened is the legality of everything. All 
their policies, all of their rules and regulations they've got to follow 
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whether it be IT rules, whether it be union rules. Whatever it be, they 
follow them to the T so that's pretty good.” (H2S1) 
However interviewees tended to focus on different aspects of organisational policies 
in terms of understanding and legitimising the process of recruitment of people with 
disability within the Hardware Business Unit. This disparity is evident in the 
expressed understandings of the organisational message of disability employment by 
the three Store Managers within their stores. 
The Store Manager of Hardware Store 1 tended to align disability employment 
with the business objectives for his store. 
“Well since I started with the company with our - my first week was in 
Sydney. It was just from there on that - when we employ people, we 
employ people on merit and what they can offer the business.” 
(H1MAN) 
The Hardware Store 2 Manager seemed to understand disability employment as more 
of a directive to which he had to comply. 
“So all I know of it is our HRs told me that that's what the [RetailCo] 
business does, this is where we go. So we went through that process.” 
(H2MAN) 
The Store Manager of Hardware Store 3, although not present at initial recruitment 
stage of the store, understands that there are organisational expectations around 
diversity recruitment numbers, including people with disability. 
“So yeah, I was aware that all our stores when they started, as part of 
our on-boarding did a diversity session, so I was aware that when we 
start - and we do, they have some benchmarks about the number of 
people we'd like to employ from the indigenous program. So there's 
quotas if you like, well there's guidelines, I don't think they're a quota, 
so we certainly work with them to try and get that. So people with a 
disability, people who are indigenous, depending on the store people 
from different backgrounds.” (H3MAN) 
Interviewees tended to legitimise disability employment by relating it to either 
the concept of Diversity or Equal Employment Opportunity legislation (and to a 
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much lesser degree, anti-discrimination legislation) to facilitate understanding of the 
process. For some interviewees, disability seemed to be subsumed within the 
category of diversity. References were made to a particular employment agency, 
Diversity Dimensions, which was understood to be the government-funded agency 
that organised the employment of people with disability. However, upon further 
investigation by the researcher, it was found that this agency is not a registered DES 
provider. Although some of their clients may have impairments, individuals 
registered with this agency are of indigenous heritage, or mature-age job seekers. 
Despite this fact, the terms diversity and disability were often used interchangeably. 
“We've also got a really good policy around diversity and all that sort 
of stuff too. Everything just seems to dovetail into this really good HR 
model that we've got around people.” (H1MAN) 
“I know here with [Hardware Business Unit], I wasn't here when we 
set up the store, but a big part of our on-boarding was our diversity 
program, and how we work with different agencies to employ people 
with disabilities where we can, people from different backgrounds and 
stuff like that.” (H3MAN) 
“I know with diversity - we have what's called diversity when we were 
doing recruitment - we're trying to get a percentage of that so that we 
had that in the workforce to give them opportunities. I think there's a 
percentage - I can't remember what the percentage was, though - for 
diversity. So diversity's not just disability, its different races just to 
integrate so that we had a – it was fair.” (H1S4) 
“I guess because they come through a different channel, the diversity 
side of it comes through a different channel to - normal recruitment is 
you get a phone interview. I think for the disability, if they haven't 
identified that they had a disability, that could be an issue but as long 
as they're doing the right - and doing that when they're doing the 
paperwork, I don't see an issue. I think it's fair for them. We actually 
didn't do the recruiting of the diversity. It was more of an employment 
agency that did that.” (H3S2) 
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Yet other interviewees referred to EEO legislation, and RetailCo being an EEO 
employer as the driver for disability employment in the Hardware Business Unit. 
“I'm not sure where it came from but giving everybody an equal 
opportunity and that's why they've brought it in. Well this company, 
RetailCo, they're straightforward. They'll give anyone an opportunity. 
It doesn't matter - like I said, the EO (equal opportunity), even if it's a 
disabled child, if you want to work they'll give you work. They give 
you a chance. It's about equal employment, you know what I mean? 
They don't choose between gender, race and disability or if you're 
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander. They do give you a chance.” 
(H1S1) 
“So my understanding is that RetailCo is an equal opportunity 
employer, and in saying so, we offer these positions to the wider 
community because we are equal opportunity employers and it's a 
good opportunity for us to become involved with people [with 
disability].” (H1S5) 
“Yeah, we still use the same policies as RetailCo use. So they are set 
in stone. They're black and white, there's no grey areas when it comes 
to discrimination” (H2S1) 
“No, but in their core - they have - I can't even remember what they 
were called now, but there's five core principles that [RetailCo] as a 
business run by. One of them is equal opportunity employment, that's 
one of the really big ones, and diversity and stuff like that.” (H3S2) 
“Yes because I think in some of the literature it said that they were an 
equal opportunity employer. I'm pretty sure that was somewhere in 
print that I witnessed. I thought well that's good.” (H3S3) 
Interestingly, one interviewee also stated that the absence of any policy or guidelines 
around disability employment actually created opportunities for individuals with 
disability to succeed. 
“Because you would hate - like I don't like to be put in the same 
category as other people and things, so I would hate to do that to 
someone  else,  so  yeah  I  don't  know.  So  if  there  were  practical 
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guidelines to work towards, but yeah, I think it's an individual - 
definitely an individual thing. That makes it more personal. I think 
that's where we're winning. We don't have that - this is how things are 
going to be. We have the personal touch on that side of…Because like 
I said, there's always improvement. Everyone's different. Everyone has 
a different disability as well. Yeah, just learning each other and what 
they can set out to achieve.”  (H1S5) 
Organisational policies incorporating principles of EEO legislation and 
workplace diversity provide the framework to legitimise the recruitment of people 
with disability and assist with guiding associated behaviours with employees with 
disability in the workplace. Disability employment was also referred to by some of 
the interviewees as being part of the specific diversity program that drives 
recruitment practices in the Hardware Business Unit, specifically at the initial store 
setup. 
The targeted recruitment program had been undertaken within the stores. Two 
scenarios were presented with regard to how the stores adhered to the requirements 
of this program. Hardware Stores 1 and 2 accepted transfer requests from employees 
with disability from other stores. In this scenario information regarding the 
employee was communicated to the new store from the management of the previous 
store. In both cases of between store transfers, both employees were placed in roles 
in the new store that were similar to the roles in the previous store. Hardware Store 3, 
however, recruited people with disability from outside the organisation, as this store 
was one of the first stores opened in the Brisbane area. 
It should be noted that across the three stores at the time of the data collection, 
no further people with disability had been employed since the initial recruitment 
phase. 
“I can only speak in the last 10 months since I've been here, and we 
have done some hiring, but we haven't done any hiring through that 
sort of program.” (H3MAN). 
However, if this program is continued, obviously this mechanism will ensure 
that all new stores opening within the Hardware Business Unit will adopt disability 
employment practices. 
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Utilising DES provider resources 
 
Adopting disability employment practices 
 
Within the targeted recruitment, there was evidence that DES providers were 
involved in the process. Although Diversity Dimensions was commonly referred to 
as being responsible for disability employment recruitment, some interviewees did 
refer to particular DES providers assisting with the recruitment process. This was 
confirmed within Hardware Store 1 where the DES provider representative working 
with the employee with Down Syndrome was interviewed and was providing full- 
time support for the employee at the time of the interview. The quote below from the 
Manager of Hardware Store 2 summarises the general recruitment process that 
happened for the employees with disability, and highlights a distinction between this 
recruitment process and the general procedure. 
“Okay, from what I understand we've done a lot of work with 
Diversity Dimensions, They made contact with us, organised times for 
us to do interviews. They brought along some people for interviews 
and obviously we interviewed those people in their own environment. 
So instead of mixing them up with I suppose, able-bodied or whatever 
you call them, we actually did a separate group screen for their 
people so they felt comfortable.” (H2MAN) 
Engaging the support from DES providers in the initial stages for the employees 
with disability who required additional support assisted with the transfer of 
knowledge about the employees to co-workers and line supervisors who were 
working closely with the employee. This communication also increased 
understanding of the qualities of the person, rather than the disability, that facilitated 
additional support from other staff. The DES provider involvement at the 
recruitment stage also facilitated job redesign for this employee to accommodate her 
abilities. 
Sustaining disability employment practices 
 
The Store Manager of Hardware Store 3 clarified his reference to ‘program’ in 
terms of meaning the recruitment of people with disability who require substantial 
support for interviews and within the workplace.  He explained that in the case of 
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future employment of people with disability with substantial support requirements, 
this process would need to be facilitated by an external agency. 
“I think realistically to do it; I think we'd almost have to go out 
looking to work with an agency to hire someone. Because if those 
people go into the mix with everyone else, it becomes very difficult at 
an interview stage to, you're not looking at apples with apples. I don't 
think it would give that person with a disability a fair chance.” 
(H3MAN). 
Some interviewees extended the focus of support from DES providers during 
this recruitment phase to include the benefits of DES Provider support during the 
early stages of employment. However, with the exception of the employee with 
Down Syndrome at Hardware Store 1, no employee with disability is currently 
receiving support from a DES Provider. Furthermore, at the time of the interviews, 
the DES Provider support was going to be reduced within Hardware Store 1. 
Therefore, DES Providers are seen as important facilitators of the recruitment phase, 
specifically the set-up of new stores. However ongoing support is not seen as a 
requirement for the maintenance of employment. 
Regulative element summary 
 
The recruitment of people with disability has occurred at the initial recruitment 
stage of each Hardware store in the sample of this study. This has been in response 
to a HR directive that is congruent with the organisational diversity program. The 
terms diversity and disability are understood as synonymous by some interviewees. 
Assistance from DES providers was evident primarily in the recruitment and initial 
training phase. The subtle reference to quotas, or guidelines, suggest an underlying 
motive to comply with Parent Company instructions at the early stage of the 
Business Unit operations. Hence the Parent Company was identified as a source of 
legitimacy. Due to the stagnated recruitment processes within the Hardware stores, 
the mechanisms of inclusion of disability within the organisational diversity strategy 
and the targeted recruitment policy have yet to be revealed as effective in the 
sustaining of disability employment practices. 
The sources of legitimacy identified include the Parent Company and to a lesser 
extent, DES providers.  Store Managers legitimise the targeted recruitment of people 
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with disability during the new store set-up against the HR directive of the process. 
However, the Store Managers are in a position to strategically choose to comply with 
this directive by recruiting existing employees with disability working in other 
stores. With regard to the DES providers as a source of legitimacy, this was revealed 
only in the case when the employee may require on the job support. Figure 7.2 
presents the mechanisms and sources of legitimacy revealed within the regulative 
element. 
The Normative Element 
 
The normative element is represented by internalised social obligations and the 
presence of behaviours that are morally governed, rather than guided by external 
sanctions (Scott, 2008b). Organisational activities and behaviours are evaluated 
against prescriptive socially desirable norms and roles. The mechanism of meeting 
the expectations for the organisation to provide employment opportunities for people 
with disability was found to underlie the legitimacy of the adoption of disability 
employment practices. As the additional recruitment of people with disability has 
yet to occur since the initial store openings of the stores in the sample of the study, 
the ways in which this mechanism underlies both the adoption and possible 
sustaining of disability employment practices are presented together. 
The other mechanism that was revealed within the Normative Element was the 
role of personal values with respect to people with disability that emerged in the 
absence of guiding policies around employment activities following the recruitment 
stage. Personal values were found to either encourage employees with disability to 
succeed, or indeed result in unfavourable responses to these employees. Specific 
examples are provided within the section to provide a context to the situations. 
Meeting external expectations of the hardware business unit 
 
Adopting and sustaining disability employment 
 
Occasional reference was made to the expectation that a Hardware Business Unit 
and RetailCo as a whole have a responsibility to offer employment opportunities to 
people with disability, based on the market prominence of the organisation within 
Australia. 
“We're a big enough business  to  be able to  do it. We should be 
leading the way. This is our opportunity to lead the way and I think 
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Figure 7.2. Mechanisms and sources of legitimacy revealed within the regulative element at 
the Hardware Business Unit Level.  Sources of legitimacy appear in red. 
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[Hardware Business Unit] has taken that on, I guess. Yeah I guess. Yeah, 
actually. Because they are. I mean, they're an employer of choice, so people 
are coming to RetailCo. People are recognising that RetailCo are an 
employer of choice. They're good to work for.” (H1S5) 
Another interviewee believed that the organisation’s responsibility was to the local 
community: not only to provide employment opportunities but also to build a 
positive reputation, which in turn is good for business. 
“It sets out a really good image for the community. If you get the 
community on side, then you've automatically got a revenue that's 
coming in regularly. So yeah, it's definitely community base for that.” 
(H2S1) 
Yet another interviewee extended the benefits of disability employment to not only 
include the organisation’s external reputation, but also the internal benefits for the 
staff working at the local level. 
“I don't think that we want diversity just for the sake of diversity, I 
think we do it because it's, you know, the people that come here are 
part of our community, so we need to represent our community. It's 
actually good business, it's not just do it for the sake of ticking a box 
or something. I think we need, look I think it's a good thing for the 
store too, you know, I mean we want to be, I think we want to be a 
good corporate citizen. Other businesses have done it quite 
successfully, and I think not only does it look good to the public; it's 
actually a bit of a feel good thing for the team too, to be supporting 
people like that.” (H3MAN) 
There was some recognition of the moral obligation of the organisation to be 
employing people with disability. However the focus was more about the workforce 
of the store being representative of the store’s community, and how this 
representation is beneficial for the store’s business and revenue. References to the 
benefits of employment for the individual with disability were sparse. 
“It gives the people with a disability some confidence and some 
purpose in life. My brother-in-law's also got a disability. He doesn’t 
work.  I see the difference between the ones that do and him.  It's like 
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they've got purpose and having purpose in life is really important.” 
(H1S4) 
Drawing on personal values with regard to disability employment 
 
Sustaining disability employment 
 
Personal values, informed by understandings of disability existing outside the 
operational context of the workplace, were found to either encourage employees with 
disability to succeed, or indeed result in unfavourable responses to these employees. 
Specific examples are presented below to provide a comprehensive context of the 
situations. Two scenarios are presented to exemplify how the role of personal values 
can impact on the success of a person with disability in employment, in the absence 
of specific guidelines. It should be noted that no interviewees referred to the ‘How to 
Guide for Disability Employment” presented by the Diversity Manager as a 
secondary data source. 
Hardware Store 1:  Employee with Down Syndrome and her direct supervisor 
 
In this example, the supervisor had recently been appointed to her current 
position that involves supervising an employee with disability working in her 
current department. The supervisor had no previous experience working with 
people with intellectual disability and confessed working with the employee had 
been a learning curve. However, due to her personal values and drive to encourage 
the employee to succeed, she has gained insight into how to facilitate the 
employee’s success in her role. 
“We need to be able to work together. That's all it is, it's just the 
opportunity to work side by side and not having that under my belt yet 
or not for very long. The more I understand, the more beneficial it is. 
Same with [employee with disability], the more she understands out 
there, the more beneficial she is to the business. So it's a hand in hand 
- it's a handshake deal. We both work together to help each other 
achieve the same outcome.” (H1S5) 
Although this employee with disability, at the time of the interview, received 
full-time support from the DES provider, it was understood by the supervisor that 
this arrangement could not be maintained (due to DES provider funding 
arrangements).  By working alongside the employee and gaining an understanding of 
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the benefits of employment for this individual, this interviewee has incorporated 
these values into her workplace practices, such as being more understanding to the 
individual needs of the employee with disability. 
Hardware Store 3: Employee with ASD and his direct working team 
 
The employee with disability in Hardware 3 store encapsulates how his work 
colleagues’ persistence and respect for individual differences lead to meaningful and 
sustainable employment for this employee. This employee was initially placed in the 
goods receiving and dispatch department due to his disability as there was no 
customer contact involved in the role. For the first few months of employment, the 
employee was unable to complete some tasks associated with the role, e.g. 
completing invoicing paperwork. He was relegated to cleaning only duties, which 
caused a strain on rostering and department budgeting. After the first few months of 
trading, senior management instigated some changes in staffing across the 
departments and this employee was transferred to the outdoor living department. His 
line managers at the time of transfer were given a handover of information about this 
employee. Based on this information, he was allocated similar cleaning tasks as in 
the previous department. 
“We basically, because of the information we'd been given about him, 
we gave him pretty mundane tasks at the start, just emptying rubbish, 
sweeping floors, watering plants. Because he wasn't a communicator 
at that point in time, you wouldn't have known otherwise whether he 
enjoyed it, didn't enjoy it, that sort of stuff.”  (H3S2) 
With the assistance of the DES provider, the work colleagues and supervisors 
learned how to communicate with the employee and he became “a bit more 
comfortable around the people that he worked with and started to be able to learn 
things.” (H3S2). Throughout this process, it was revealed that the employee had 
limited literacy skills, however with persistence and support from colleagues, he has 
succeeded in his role and is now employed in a full-time permanent capacity: “They 
still say to this day, that was a great decision, putting him on full time. He hasn't let 
them down once since.” (H3S2). 
These two scenarios highlight the role of personal values of individuals that 
emerged in the absence of guidelines of how to support a person with disability.  In 
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these cases, the co-workers adopted a supporting role, guided by their own initiatives 
and intrinsic drives to assist the individual to develop, rather than by expectations 
generated from the store level. Furthermore, some interviewees also reported that 
they have witnessed negative behaviours and attitudes related to the employees with 
disability. 
“Just being impatient with the people, criticise, criticism. When they 
don't fully understand that the person isn't really capable or needs 
that little bit of extra help, they won't help, they'll criticise before they 
realise that they need help.” (H3S1) 
One interviewee openly expressed his opinion about his and other people’s 
attitude and beliefs about people with disability within the workplace. 
“So I can see from a retailer's point of view it's a difficult ask to put 
someone who everyone in the world says can be normal and define 
normal. I see it on television where the dear mums and dads say I 
want my child with three legs or two heads to be normal. I'm sorry, 
I'm a realist. I'm a Darwinian follower. You will be picked on. It's the 
nature of who we are that once you go an anomaly in a trend where 
people don't have those anomalies, you will be picked on. It's a sad 
reality of life and something that I applaud the retailers for doing it. 
But I do see a downside of employing people with disabilities for the 
majority of customers who come in and don't understand they might 
have a spectrum disorder. They don't understand…” (H3S3) 
The disparity in attitudes revealed by the small number of interviewees in the 
Hardware Business Unit sample highlights that within any context both positive and 
negative opinions about people with disability might exist. Another interviewee 
articulated this issue as being current prevailing norm within society: 
“So we're holding people to account in many more levels of society 
rather than just employment. I think that’s the key to it. There's 
nowhere to hide if you're somebody that doesn’t fit in, but that also 
works against people with disabilities. There's nowhere to hide if you 
don’t fit in. That’s where society has to change, and it is changing, I 
think, from my little corner of the world. There's a lack of tolerance 
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for that, I find. But then there's some areas where I go to it isn’t. It is 
what is tolerated. It is the prevailing sentiment.” (H1S3) 
Normative element summary 
 
Although some employees drew on the wider societal benefits of employment 
for people with disability, disability employment was predominantly viewed as a 
means of representing the community in the workforce, thus being beneficial for 
business. Personal values held by individuals about people with disability and their 
place within employment emerged as a mechanism that legitimised the interactions 
between employees with disability and their co-workers. Interviewees who have 
seen the benefits for the individual with disability in terms of personal growth have 
supported the employee within their roles. Intolerance was also highlighted as a 
constraint to the personal growth of the person with disability. In comparison to the 
other elements, this element did not to appear prominently throughout the data. 
The local community in which the Hardware store is located was identified as a 
source of legitimacy within the normative element. Interviewees rationalised how 
the organisation would seek legitimacy from the community to build their new 
store’s reputation through employing people with disability. The Business Unit was 
also recognised as a source of legitimacy insofar as they provide an opportunity for 
individual employees to feel rewarded by working with people with disability. The 
sustaining of disability employment within this Business Unit may be affected by 
personal values informed by social factors existing outside the organisational 
context. Therefore, these social factors relating to disability represent a source of 
legitimacy to which individuals seek approval for their actions, particularly in the 
absence of organisational policies or other schemas represented within the 
organisational setting. At the same time, the type of interaction occurring in the 
workplace may indeed legitimate existing social understandings of disability.  Figure 
7.3 displays the mechanism and source of legitimacy revealed within the Normative 
Element. 
The Cultural-Cognitive Element 
 
According to Scott (2008b) within the cultural-cognitive element there is 
evidence that actions and behaviours are referenced against external symbolic 
frameworks and actions and behaviours are guided through internalised frames of 
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Figure 7.3 Mechanism and source of legitimacy revealed within the normative element at the 
Hardware Business Unit Level. Sources of legitimacy appear in red 
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understanding. This element becomes salient when there is evidence of shared 
meanings and understandings in relation to disability employment practices when 
referenced against existing organisational practices. Based on this definition, there 
was some evidence that the consideration of the recruitment of people with disability 
is facilitated as a separate process to those without disability, insofar as the process is 
driven by the targeted recruitment process underpinned by the shared understanding 
of workplace diversity, discussed within the Regulative Element section. 
Nevertheless, common views expressed from the Store Managers that suggested that 
the actual selection of job candidates with disability in the future would be guided by 
the operational requirements of the business. These operational requirements and 
business objectives were understood as a symbolic framework, although the Store 
Managers referred to different aspects of the framework. Therefore, the mechanism 
for legitimising the sustaining of disability employment is defined as recruiting for 
capability, or the potential employee must be suitably qualified and experienced, 
rather than based solely on their disability status to comply with the diversity strategy 
of the Parent Company. 
Future recruiting for capability, not disability 
 
Sustaining disability employment practices 
 
The initial recruitment of people with disability across the stores was in response 
to the targeted recruitment strategy aligned with the overarching organisational 
diversity program, driven by the Parent Company. As this is obviously a one-time 
only scenario in any Hardware Store, the ongoing recruitment, or sustaining of 
disability employment practices, may not be embedded in the everyday practices 
within the local level of the Business Unit. In fact, only two of the Store Managers 
referred to future employment of people with disability, albeit in terms of 
speculation, rather than a strategic plan. 
When speculating about future disability recruitment strategies, two Store 
Managers from the Hardware Business Unit, (Hardware Stores 1 and 3) linked the 
recruitment and selection process to the candidate’s capability in performing the 
required role and the capability of the department, e.g. personal attributes of co- 
workers, where the person with disability would be placed, rather than based on 
meeting targeted diversity attributes, such as disability. 
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“There's some times that we have to ask do we have the capability? 
Do we have the time? But in most cases, it's not an issue at all. So it's 
just the ethos and the culture of the business, and that permeates all 
levels of the business.” (H1MAN) 
“Because I think you do need to match the right sort of candidate, it 
really needs to be the right fit for the store and for the people. I'd 
consider if we were putting someone on, I'd consider the department 
manager that I'd put them with, because some would handle it better 
than others. Depending on the situation, others might handle it better 
than others.” (H3MAN) 
The Store Manager from Hardware Store 2, however, made no reference to 
consideration of business objectives when considering hiring people with disability, 
either in the past or in the future. In fact, he made no reference to intent to hire 
people with disability in the future. As discussed in the Regulative Element section, 
recruitment of one employee with disability and the transfer in of the other employee 
with disability in Hardware Store 2 was in response to the directive from the HR 
Shared Services Unit and the Hardware HR unit. 
The future recruitment of people with disability within this Business Unit may 
be constrained by the availability of roles that match the capability of the applicants 
with disability, the personal attributes of the department manager who oversees these 
available roles, and direct request from the HR units to recruit more people with 
disability. The Store Managers also stated another reason for the absence of any 
recruitment for people with disability since the store openings. 
“I guess since I started here we've been in a process of driving up our 
productivity, maybe that's all we can call that, or driving down the 
number of hours we use in the store. So we haven't really been in any 
major recruitment phases where it's actually been more about we've 
been dropping hours and dropping people out of our business.” 
(H3MAN) 
Therefore, ongoing disability employment recruitment appears to be constrained by 
business objectives within the operating environment instead of complying with 
expectations of the Parent Company. 
Chapter 7: Hardware Business Unit Findings 173 
 
 
However, two employees from across the Stores appear to have had positions 
redefined, or adapted, to suit their abilities: the employee with Down Syndrome from 
Hardware Store 1, and the employee with ASD in Hardware Store 3, who transferred 
from Hardware Store 2. Hence, there is evidence that the Stores were able to align 
business objectives and disability employment, or diversity, objectives due to the 
level of skills and attitudes held by the job candidates with disability. 
Store floor staff, particularly within Hardware Stores 2 and 3, also raised the 
concern for the ongoing recruitment of people with disability, or the sustaining of 
disability employment practices. When asked to rate how well they thought their 
stores were engaging in disability employment (on a scale from one to five, five 
representing excellence in practice), the interviewees within Hardware Stores 2 and 3 
scored an average of three for their store. The main criticism highlighted was that 
the store is not doing enough, following the initial recruitment phase at the time of 
the store opening. 
“So I'd say currently we're sitting around about a two or a three 
maybe, only because we haven’t employed anyone. So we've never 
really gone, okay, well let's get this right back in and see who they’ve 
got or whatever. Because they’ve approached us from different 
disability agencies than what we first used. They’ve employed us a 
few times - engaged us a few times, but we just haven’t had positions 
to put anyone in, let alone - anyone at all. So we haven’t used it 
probably that much in the last three years” (H3S4) 
A discrepancy between the floor staff’s beliefs of the benefits of disability 
employment, and the Store Managers’ motivations to employ more people with 
disability emerged from the data. Two interviewees voiced this discrepancy, one in 
particular concerning the lack of managerial support following the initial recruitment 
stage at store opening. 
“They employed them, yeah, but that's all they did. It relies on the 
people that deal with them day to day and obviously the carers that 
were part of their - helping them get into the workforce and that as 
well, I think.” (H2S2) 
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The current context of the Business Unit operating environment may be limiting 
future recruitment practices of people with disability. As a new entrant to the Big 
Box Hardware market, the Hardware Business Unit is currently under pressure from 
their competitor. The Business Unit is operating at a loss and the focus on cost 
efficiencies is paramount for the Store Managers. This pressure has  also  been 
coupled with the relatively newly-formed workplace dynamics. In the case of any 
future recruitment, Store Managers will defer to the process of recruiting for 
capability. Hence, there was very little evidence of mechanisms legitimising the 
sustaining of disability employment practices in the short-term. 
Cultural-cognitive element summary 
 
There were very few indicators of presence of this element that emerged from 
the data from the interviewees of the Hardware Business Unit (Figure 7.4). The 
main theme was the commonality across the Store Managers’ uncertainty about 
future employment opportunities for people with disability within their stores, and 
the expression from floor staff within the stores that Business Unit should be 
engaging more with disability employment. This inconsistency highlights the current 
instability of this element within the Business Unit. This may be partly explained by 
relative short trading period of the stores and the current market position of the 
Business Unit. 
The Parent Company was revealed as the source of legitimacy within this 
institutional element. This was indicated by the Store Managers through the 
expressed need to prioritise business objectives over the symbolic elements of 
disability employment. 
Summary of Legitimising Mechanisms 
 
The salient mechanisms used within the Hardware Business Unit for legitimising 
disability employment practices within the existing organisational structure and 
activities revealed from the data were: 
a) Referring to existing organisational policies, for example diversity policy; 
b) Engaging with the targeted recruitment program; 
c) Utilising resources and support from DES providers; 
d) Meeting expectations around disability employment opportunities of the 
Parent Company and local community; and 
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Figure 7.4. Mechanism and source of legitimacy revealed within the cultural-cognitive 
element at the Hardware Business Unit Level. Sources of legitimacy appear in red. 
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e) Aligning disability employment practices with personal values of the 
benefits of disability employment. 
Interaction and Alignment of Institutional Elements 
 
According to Scott (2008b), each institutional element is associated with a 
different motive for compliance, basis of order, logic of action, affect, and source of 
legitimacy. The previous section provided a description of the mechanisms that 
emerged from the data from the Hardware Business Unit. These were presented 
within one of the three institutional elements: regulative, normative, and cultural- 
cognitive; guided by the underlying assumptions and indicators of presence for each 
element. However, as Scott (2008b) argues, one element may dominate in some 
contexts whilst the elements may co-exist and become mutually supportive in other 
contexts. Therefore, building on the description of the mechanisms and sources of 
legitimacy presented in the previous sections, an illustration of the alignment of the 
institutional elements is presented in Figure 7.5 and the analysis of these underlying 
assumptions to demonstrate the mutuality of the elements within the Hardware 
Business Unit is presented in Table 7.1. Based on this analysis and the legitimising 
mechanisms identified in the previous sections, the final question guiding the data 
analysis is addressed. 
The regulative element emerged as the predominant element supporting the 
adoption of disability employment within this Business Unit. The targeted 
recruitment strategy for the new stores, underpinned by the regulative element, has 
guided the facilitation of employment opportunities for people with disability, 
although the selection of candidates was also guided by the need to meet business 
objectives. Despite the lack of specific policies around disability employment, 
reference to the organisational diversity policy provided by the Parent Company was 
inferred from many interviewees as a legitimising mechanism for disability 
employment. However interviewees tended to focus on different aspects of policies 
in terms of understanding and making sense of the process of recruitment of people 
with disability within the Hardware Business Unit. This disparity is evident in the 
expressed understandings of the organisational message of disability employment by 
the three Store Managers within their stores. 
It was evident from the data that the Hardware Business Unit engaged in 
disability employment as a means of seeking legitimacy from the Parent Company.  
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The three Store Managers interviewed exercised compliance with HR directives to 
consider people with disability as part of the organisational diversity strategy. 
However this consideration was only evident at the initial recruitment stage. There 
appears to be little other evidence to suggest future recruitment of people with 
disability is an ongoing focus for these stores. 
“I think it's part of what we do, but it's not something, since I've 
started it's not something that's been, there's been a big drive on or 
anything like that.” (H3MAN) 
Hence the source of legitimacy for disability employment, from the Store Manager 
level, is based in the regulatory element, whereby in the absence of guidelines, or 
directives, the absence of future recruitment does not breach Parent Company 
expectations. 
The Hardware Business Unit also seeks legitimacy from their local community, 
or more specifically their local customer base. This became clear with the linkages 
made between good for the community, workforce representing the community, and 
the financial benefits for the store in terms of business objectives. This is also 
evident in the link made with workplace diversity and the associated demographic 
representation of the customer base within their staffing profile. Therefore the 
diversity policy within the regulative element is mutually supported seeking 
legitimacy from the local community that values diversity in the workplace, as 
discussed within the Normative Element. 
The degree to which differing attitudes are managed within a particular context 
may be determined by underlying assumptions of the regulative and normative 
elements. Surprisingly, these attitudes prevail despite the presence of organisational 
policies around anti-discriminatory behaviours in the workplace. One interviewee 
suggested an explanation for the lack of control over these attitudes: 
“Well the person with the disability's never going to say anything because 
they're not confident anyway. It's going to be up to somebody else to say”. 
(H3S1). 
Another perspective is through people’s understanding of the principles of EEO. 
Although disability employment was linked to EEO by some interviewees, this 
concept of equality is often only related to employment opportunities.  However, as 
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one Store Manager revealed, the understanding of equality within the workplace with 
regard to disability can indeed raise issues of perceived unfairness from other staff 
members. 
“Occasionally there's been a bit of tension where people may not have 
done something, or people don't get asked to do something, or people 
aren't as efficient as other people. I mean some of our associates 
occasionally look at it and go well I get paid the same as this person, 
so why do they do that?  So we've had a couple of little…” (H3MAN) 
“There can be resentment where team members are doing more than 
the other team members. But if the team member realises that 
someone with a disability at that point is not capable or is not 
demonstrating a willingness to go to that next level, then that's the 
way the world is.”  (H3S3) 
These negative attitudes were reported to limit success of the employee with 
disability, despite the existence of EEO and anti-discrimination principles embedded 
within organisational policies. 
As stated in this section, there seems to be a lack of coherence in attitudes 
toward people with disability within the stores. The difference in attitudes may be 
constraining the formation of shared beliefs and understandings around disability 
employment. This may be due to the relatively short period of time each store has 
been trading. It may also be due to the fact that the majority of interviewees are 
relatively new, not only to the Hardware Business Unit, but also to the organisation. 
Therefore, there may have been insufficient time working within the local level 
context for shared values and behaviours around disability employment to emerge. 
One interviewee, who has worked in Hardware Store 3 since its opening 
approximately four years ago, commented on how he has noticed changes in co- 
workers levels of intolerance for the employees with disability. He deferred credit 
for these changes in attitude to the efforts displayed by the employees to succeed in 
their roles. 
“It makes you tolerant of people who aren’t 100 per cent. That’s a big 
learning curve for some people because some people just disregard 
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people with a disability, with any sort of difference, whereas that’s not 
quite how it is now.” (H3S4) 
The operational context of the Hardware Store may not be as conducive to 
accommodating the needs of people with some disabilities as the Supermarket 
Business Unit. For example, some interviewees related stories about how other 
employees do not spend appropriate amounts of time with the employees with 
disability to encourage them to succeed. 
“People are impatient. People don't understand what they're not 
capable of. People don't understand that they need that extra help. 
People don't have the time.  Absolutely, I've seen it firsthand.” (H3S1) 
However there was evidence that some interviewees understand that employees with 
disability may require additional or different support within the working environment 
to assist them to perform their roles. 
“That doesn't mean we need to - we need to be understanding. It 
doesn't mean that we don't expect them to do stuff, and that we don't 
want them to be productive, but we need to give them that right 
support.” (H3MAN) 
And yet within Hardware Store 1, concerned whether the same level of support for 
the employee with Down Syndrome would continue in her absence, the supervisor 
expressed a degree of uncertainty based in her knowledge of different values and 
beliefs within the Store. 
“It also comes down to how compassionate and caring and how much 
the people that are in the business want to give too. So it's a whole 
circle. It can't be, if I were to change, if the position of me was to 
change like it did, because coming into the business, [the employee 
with disability] was employed by a different manager. I mean, the 
shoe still fits me so I'm happy to carry on. In saying that, if I were to 
leave and someone with a different personality were to come in, then 
perhaps it wouldn't suit, you know.” (H1S5) 
Although the regulative element and normative elements were aligned to some 
extent (Figure 7.5), there was an apparent absence of the formation of shared 
understandings around disability employment practices within this relatively new 
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Business Unit.   Not only were interviewees open in expressing their own values, 
there was a thread of criticism about fellow work colleagues and management woven 
into some of the stories relayed. Thus a ‘blueprint’ for appropriate and acceptable 
behaviours and activities, in relation to disability employment, is yet to be created 
within this Business Unit. 
The next chapter presents a comparison of the findings from the Supermarket 
and Hardware Business Units and the Parent Company to address the final question 
guiding the analysis of the data. 
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Figure 7.5 Alignment of the institutional elements supporting disability employment within 
the Hardware Business Unit.  Sources of legitimacy appear in red. 
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Table 7.1 
 
Hardware Business Unit Analysis Summary 
 
Assumption Regulative Normative Cultural-Cognitive 
Motive for 
Compliance 
Existing organisational policies around 
EEO, anti-discrimination 
Focus on Diversity Program 
Parent Company directive/expectation 
Separate recruitment practices for new 
placements for people with disability 
  
 
Basis of Order 
 
Use of DES provider (or other agency) 
to facilitate recruitment 
 
Personal values of co-workers 
 
Future recruitment: based on 
capability 
Logic of Action EEO and Diversity principles 
underlying practices 
Parent Company expectations 
Representative of the Community 
Personal values of some co-workers 
 
 
Affect 
 
Confident of compliance with HR 
directive/expectations 
 
Sense of pride in being able to make a 
difference 
Disgust in attitudes of others 
 
Uncertain about future 
opportunities 
Basis of Legitimacy Compliance with Parent Company 
directives/expectations 
Personal values of some co-workers 
Good for the community 
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Chapter 8:  Comparison of Findings across the Case Organisation 
 
Chapters Five, Six and Seven have presented the findings and analysis of the data 
collected from the Parent Company, Supermarket Business Unit, and Hardware 
Business Unit, respectively. The mechanisms that legitimise disability employment 
as supported by the three institutional elements: regulative, normative, and cultural- 
cognitive (Scott, 2008b), and the sources of legitimacy of disability employment 
were presented. A synthesis of the underlying assumptions that emerged from the 
data from the Parent Company, and the Supermarket and Hardware Business Units, 
is presented in Table 8.1. 
The purpose of this chapter is to address the fourth research sub-question: 
 
V. What are the legitimising mechanisms underlying the adopting and sustaining of 
disability employment practices across different organisational contexts? 
This chapter is presented in the following format. The first section provides a 
comparison between the contexts of the two Business Units: Supermarket and 
Hardware. The second section provides a comparison of the mechanisms identified 
within the two Business Units and the Parent Company. This comparison is based on 
the underlying assumptions of the institutional elements within the Three Pillar 
framework (Scott, 2008b) used as the theoretical lens for this study. Within these 
comparisons, information gathered from the Parent Company is integrated to provide 
a further comparison between micro and meso levels of the organisation. Finally the 
primary legitimating mechanisms underlying disability employment practices within 
the case organisation are summarised. 
Comparison of Contexts of Working Environments of the Business Units 
 
There are similarities between the store structures of the Supermarket and 
Hardware Business Units. Store departments within both Business Units tend to be 
organised based on type of product, and each department has an element of customer 
service involved. Both Business Units have dedicated departments that perform cash 
handling duties, and stock handling duties, such as receiving goods. In this respect, 
available employment opportunities are similar. Opportunities for entry level 
positions, requiring minimal specific work experience, and a positive attitude 
towards work in general as a key factor for suitability of candidates for roles, were 
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indicated across the two Business Units.  The main difference in terms of expertise 
required to fulfil duties is that the Hardware Business Unit does require floor staff to 
have a certain amount of expertise in particular product ranges, e.g. hardware, trade, 
and garden nursery.  Having such expertise was a benefit for two of the employees 
with disability hired within the stores, and assisted with the recruitment decision.  
However, there were other roles within this unit that did not require prior experience, 
or expertise, that employees with disability were able to perform. 
The fundamental differences between the two business units lie within the 
number of years the units have been in operation.  The supermarket business unit has 
been operating for over sixty years and was the foundation brand for the parent 
company.  The Supermarket Brand is well known in Australia and is one of the 
players within the current duopoly in the Australian Supermarket retail market: the 
Hardware Business Unit has only been in operation in Queensland for approximately 
4 years.  Furthermore, market entry for the Hardware Unit has been a challenge due 
to its major competitor having a substantial hold on the current market share.  The 
format and product range of the Hardware Stores are similar to that of the other Big 
Box Hardware Retailer, so the stores have struggled with growth due to major 
competition in their market.  Employment opportunities in general are limited, not 
only for people with disability, and a common theme from the stores was that the 
original number of staff at the opening of the stores has in fact decreased over time.   
A related difference is the tenure of the current staff in both units (see Figure 
8.1).  As the supermarket unit has been in operation for many years, the average 
tenure of the interviewees was 15.5 years, ranging from 3 to 30 years.  However the 
average tenure in the hardware unit was just 4.7 years with the maximum being 15 
years with the organisation across various other units, and a minimum of less than 6 
months with only their Hardware Store.  One impact of the difference in average 
tenure of the interviewees across the two Business Units was that most of the 
interviewees from the Hardware Business Unit have only had experience with the 
centralised recruitment process. 
Although the new Hardware Stores have only used the centralised system for 
recruitment; a process that is facilitated by the HR Shared Services Unit, there was 
limited experience of other methods of recruitment reported by interviewees, 
particularly in the case of direct contact from the DES Providers for people with  
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disability. This lack of exposure to the DES Providers was highlighted through the 
Store Managers’ references to ‘Diversity Dimensions’ as their preferred agency for 
the diversity program. However, as previously stated, this agency is not a DES 
Provider, and is not funded to provide the same level of support for employees with 
disability. Nevertheless, DES Providers did make direct contact with the stores and 
employment opportunities were created and facilitated. 
There was little difference in the representation of disability type across the two 
Business Units. People with physical and intellectual/cognitive impairments and 
ASD were employed within both Business Units. Similarities in the duties and 
responsibilities held by people with similar impairments also were revealed. 
Employees with intellectual disabilities, such as Down Syndrome, held positions that 
involved repetition and regularity in schedule, and received considerable support 
from the DES provider, either ongoing or in the initial training stage.  Employees 
with physical and sensory impairments were employed in roles that matched their 
skill base and workplace adjustments were in place. Therefore although employees 
held various roles with disability across the Business Units, employees with similar 
impairments held similar types of roles. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8.1. Business Unit interviewees’ years of service with the case organisation 
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Comparison of Institutional Elements within the Case Organisation 
 
The legitimacy of disability employment within RetailCo is underpinned by the 
three institutional elements to varying degrees. The adoption of disability 
employment practices within the Supermarket Business Unit was supported by the 
normative element as it stemmed from the benefit of employment for people with 
disability, in particular the social inclusion that work provides, rather than economic 
benefits of employment. Many interviewees expressed a sense of pride in being able 
assist people with disability to experience the benefits of employment. Some 
interviewees also legitimised disability employment practices in terms of their staff 
being representative of the stores’ customer bases and their local community. 
Interestingly, the Supermarket floor staff who worked closely with employees with 
disability, needed to consciously search for these rationales, suggesting disability 
employment practices have become unquestionable and rational as an organisational 
practice in its own right. Whereas those with minimal experience with disability 
employment tended to legitimise these practices according to organisational policies, 
such as EEO or diversity, supported by the regulative element. 
The Store Managers of the Hardware Business Unit legitimised disability 
employment in terms of organisational diversity policy, as discussed previously. 
Following the directive from the HR Units, the targeted recruitment process for the 
stores at the opening stage included consideration of people with disability as 
potential employees. Interviewees who work on the Store floor, however, tended to 
not only legitimise disability employment in terms of the diversity strategy but to 
legitimise the practices according with the social benefits of employment for people 
with disability. It was primarily those interviewees who had worked closely with the 
employees with disability who expressed this rationale. Therefore, within the 
Hardware Business Unit, both the regulative and normative elements predominant 
ly underpinned the interviewees’ rationales for disability employment. 
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Overall, the legitimacy of disability employment according to the interviewees 
of the Parent Company is mainly supported by the normative element, insofar as it is 
deemed the ‘right thing to do’ for society, people with disability, and for the business 
in general. However, as the practice has been happening at the local store level 
within the Supermarket Business Unit for many years, some interviewees 
rationalised the continuation of the practices based on historical success stories of 
individuals with disability across the stores. Therefore, ongoing practices at the local 
level have legitimised the scaffold for a strategic focus on disability employment for 
the entire organisation adopted by the Parent Company. 
Finally, the relationship with the NDRC at the Parent Company level, and the 
relationships with the DES providers at the Business Unit store level, have assisted 
in the redefining of roles to facilitate employment opportunities for people with 
cognitive and intellectual impairments. The additional support provided to the 
employees with disability by the DES Provider has assisted the Store Managers and 
floor staff to rationalise the redefinition of the roles as additional resources 
were not required to provide training, and floor staff were afforded more time 
to attend to more complex tasks within their roles. DES Providers have also 
educated co- workers about the abilities and potential barriers that individual 
employees with disability may experience within the workplace. This form of 
education has allowed co-workers to not only understand the limitations of 
individuals within the workplace, but also an appreciation of the contributions 
people with disability can make in an organisational setting. 
Tensions have arisen through legitimising disability employment in terms of 
efficiency, productivity and the creation of meaningful employment options that are 
sustainable. These tensions have been addressed to a degree by the mechanisms 
underlying the legitimacy of disability employment in the case organisation. 
Common Mechanisms Underlying Disability Employment Practices 
Including People with Disability in EEO and Workplace Diversity Policies 
The principles of EEO, such as creating a workplace that discourages unlawful 
discrimination and harassment, fair and equitable workplace practices, and 
recognition of, and respect for, socially and culturally diverse backgrounds of staff 
and   customers,   have   been   embedded   within   everyday   practices   within   the 
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Supermarket Business Unit. These principles became salient in conversations around 
workplace respect for co-workers and opportunities for advancement or flexible 
work schedules. Although reference was made to EEO, and to a lesser extent, anti- 
discrimination and workplace diversity, interviewees spoke of these concepts in the 
context of embedded principles, rather than specific rules or legislative requirements 
to which staff must comply. 
A different scenario with regard to the motive for employing people with 
disability was revealed in the Hardware Business Unit. The Store Managers 
espoused adherence to the targeted recruitment plan outlined by the HR units during 
the initial recruitment phase. At the management level, there was more reference to 
aligning disability employment with the organisational diversity strategy in this 
Business Unit than within the Supermarket Business Unit. The different 
terminologies, EEO and diversity, however in essence shared the same meaning and 
understandings across the Business Units. The disparity between the two terms used 
may have resulted from the recent introduction of the organisational Diversity Policy 
(Appendix B) and the differences in the length of tenure of interviewees across the 
two Business Units. 
Prior to the introduction of the organisational Diversity Policy in 2010 
(Appendix B), the recruitment of people from diverse backgrounds, and women, was 
guided by an EEO policy, and the related principles have been integrated into 
workplace policies and practices, and organisational values, for many years 
(Appendix C). Hence compliance to these principles has moved beyond responding 
to extrinsic rewards for adhering to written guidelines, to these principles being 
subsumed into everyday practices. The interviewees in the Supermarket Business 
Unit had quite substantial tenure and thus have worked within the organisational 
framework guided by these principles for considerable time. Therefore both length 
of operation of the stores within the Supermarket Business Unit and relatedly, the 
length of tenure of the interviewees, may have impacted the degree to which 
the principles of EEO, and in particular how these principles relate to disability 
employment, have become embedded within organisational practices. 
In contrast, within the Hardware Business Unit, the organisational diversity 
policy was in place at the time of the opening of the stores and hence disability 
employment has been a part of the diversity strategy for those interviewees within 
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this Business Unit who were new to the organisation. The renaming of the previous 
EEO policy as a Diversity Policy was an organisational decision and appears to be 
just a change in terminology (refer Appendices B and C for a comparison). 
Interestingly, although EEO legislation does not require the reporting of the 
number of people with disability recruited within private companies, the case 
organisation has chosen to include people with disability within the spectrum of this 
policy, and hence has continued to include disability as a target diversity group 
within the new policy. 
Engaging DES Provider Support during Recruitment and On-going Support 
 
The Supermarket Business Unit has formed working alliances with local DES 
Providers over a considerable period of time. This was evidenced by the 
continuation of on-site job support provided by one DES Provider in one store, and 
the continued backfilling of vacated positions by one local DES Provider in another 
store. These relationships have facilitated a level of trust between the Store 
Managers and the Providers to ensure smooth transitions into positions held by the 
employees with disability. 
Within the Hardware Business Unit, there was less evidence of a shared 
understanding of the role of DES providers both during the recruitment and ongoing 
support phases of disability employment. Individual interviewees at the shop floor 
level were able to share accounts of DES Provider involvement; however the 
management level did not express these experiences. As the Hardware Business unit 
is still within its nascence period, long standing relationships with DES Providers 
would not be expected. Furthermore, as no further employment opportunities have 
been created for people with disability within the established stores, ongoing 
relationships with providers have not yet eventuated. 
The quality of the relationship between the DES Providers and the Store 
Managers and floor staff was a factor in determining the level of confidence the 
Store Manager held with regard to future employment opportunities for people with 
disability. Notwithstanding the important role the DES Providers play in the 
facilitation of disability employment in the organisation, the Australian 
Government’s continued review process of the funding structure of these providers 
has caused tensions for the Parent Company, and was mentioned by one Supermarket 
Store  Manager as a constraint to continued involvement with DES Providers. 
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Specifically, relational networks, viewed by the Parent Company as an integral 
conduit for disability employment, have been threatened due to competition between 
the providers for employment outcomes, and the mandated severing of the 
partnership with the NDRC. The impact on future employment opportunities for 
people with disability is unknown at this stage. 
Matching Abilities to Job Requirements or Redefining Roles to Suit Abilities 
 
Aligning the skills and abilities of the employee with disability to the 
requirements of the role was present across both Business Units. Some employees, 
primarily those with physical or sensory impairments, were recruited through the 
online recruitment process and were employed in unmodified roles. In these cases, 
disability employment practices aligned with organisational practices, with the 
exception of the facilitation of workplace adjustments to accommodate the 
requirements caused by their impairments. The inclusion of the option to voluntarily 
disclose a disability for job applicants within the online recruitment application 
facilitates the process of support requirements for potential employees, as well as 
promoting the organisation’s willingness to employ people with disability. 
“So I think it's always about building a platform where there's 
sufficient openness to be able to enable people to feel comfortable to 
share [their disability], not see it as a - that it's going to limit the 
career.”  (DM) 
Redefining roles through modifications to the job descriptions was evident 
across both Business Units as a mechanism to align practices with the organisational 
structure, particularly for those with intellectual or cognitive impairments. In all 
cases, the roles performed by the employee with disability were a necessary part of 
the store operations and would normally be performed as part of a larger role held by 
another employee. Redefining roles as a means to align disability employment 
practices with organisational structures was supported by the Parent Company as a 
means to create employment opportunities for people with disability. 
“So if I think about some examples though, it's redefining the roles is 
probably a better way than creating jobs…in retail there are always 
vacancies. There are always jobs and we uniquely have entry level 
jobs.   So I think if we have the infrastructure right, there should be 
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jobs for people with disability. I don't think we should be allocating a 
certain number of jobs, I don't think we should be creating different 
jobs. But within the framework of those roles, it's sometimes 
redefining how those roles work end to end that will enable some 
people.” (DM) 
However the extent to which existing roles can be redefined is constrained by 
the complexity of tasks and the frequency with which these tasks are required to be 
performed. For example, some people with disability are suited to repetitive tasks 
and may require a significant amount of support to complete the requirements of 
their role. Examples of these types of tasks currently being performed include stock 
replenishment, cleaning, and watering plants which would usually be incorporated 
within larger roles. These tasks, once completed, are not required to be completed 
again until the next day, unlike customer service duties, or operating the cash 
registers, where the requirements of the task are ongoing throughout the opening 
hours of the store and therefore can be completed by a number of employees on a 
rotating roster. Hence future employment opportunities for people with disability 
suited to these tasks would be limited in any given store. 
Providing Support to Employees with Disability by Co-workers 
 
Co-workers emerged as critical support mechanisms across both Business Units. 
However the ways in which they became identified differed. For example, due to 
previous experience with working closely alongside other employees with disability, 
some employees were identified by management as being the most appropriate 
supervisors for new employees with disability. In other situations, employees 
exercised their own discretion when working with employees with disability, and the 
DES Providers, to ensure effective training methods were employed and 
communication channels were modified to facilitate effective workplace behaviours 
to maximise performance. Regardless of how these co-workers emerged as support 
systems for the employees with disability, they share underlying personal values of 
respect and tolerance, and a genuine interest in helping people to succeed. Although 
not all of the identified co-workers had prior personal experience with people with 
disability, all did convey how working closely with the employee had contributed to 
their own personal growth. 
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The representatives of the Parent Company also highlighted the mechanism of 
linking disability employment with the leadership value of ‘always do the right 
thing’. Therefore, from the perspective of the interviewees from the Parent 
Company, there was a shared understanding that the Store Managers should consider 
people with disability for employment. However it was recognised that individual 
managers’ mindsets around disability may affect the degree to which individual Store 
Managers choose to engage in disability employment practices. 
“I just think, sometimes people's judgement is a bit clouded by what 
they think the person can or can't do, but generally when people think 
about disability, the way they think about disability could be quite 
narrow.” (HHR1) 
Therefore, a significant challenge for the Parent Company is to harness positive 
energies underlying the understandings of disability to encourage managers’ to 
think of ways that disability employment can appear within their stores to create 
meaningful and sustainable employment opportunities. 
The ways in which RetailCo, at the parent and Business Unit level, aligns 
disability employment practices with other organisational activities are underpinned 
by the three institutional elements, but to varying degrees. Forming and retaining 
relationships with DES providers is reflected in the regulative element. Linking 
disability with existing organisational policies and procedures is also initially 
underpinned by the regulative element, as is evident in the Hardware Business Unit 
which was relatively recently established, but later appears as constitutive behaviours 
and understandings, underpinned by the cultural-cognitive element, as represented in 
the Supermarket Business unit which is longstanding. The emergence of co-worker 
support is underpinned by the normative element, including wider social 
understandings of disability, the regulative element of organisational policies, and 
the cultural-cognitive element of shared understandings of respect for co-workers in 
the working environment. Hence, mechanisms for legitimising disability 
employment practices have evolved independently but have become integrated and 
mutually supported across the three institutional elements. 
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Sources of Legitimacy of Disability Employment 
 
As one of the largest retail companies and employers in Australia, the case 
organisation seeks to gain legitimacy from their shareholders, current and potential 
customers, competitors within the retail industry, and society in general, including 
government and media.  The recent, and indeed ongoing, focus on the importance of 
people with disability engaging in the workforce espoused by the government, and 
reported frequently in the media, has created an avenue for organisations to gain 
legitimacy in their environments by engaging in disability employment practices. 
The  case  organisation  has  received  government  support  and  media  attention  in 
recognition of their efforts to create job opportunities, not only for people with 
disability, but other minority groups such as Indigenous Australians. Therefore 
communicating disability employment both inside and outside the organisational 
operating  environment  is  an  important  way  by  which  the  Parent  Company 
simultaneously confers and seeks legitimacy around disability employment practices. 
There was a difference between the bases of legitimacy espoused by the 
Supermarket and Hardware Business Units in terms of the relative emphasis placed 
on internal and external sources of legitimacy.  For example, the organisational 
diversity policy, and previously the EEO policy, has provided the regulative 
framework to legitimise the employment of people with disability within the case 
organisation. This regulative element became salient particularly within the 
Hardware Business Unit, and when employees from both Business Units were unsure 
of reasoning behind disability employment in their stores. Therefore having 
employment related policies that specifically mention people with disability have 
provided a formalised organisational framework within interviewees could 
legitimate disability employment practices. The inclusion of people with disability 
in the organisational diversity policy has also legitimised the collection of disability 
demographic data from potential employees, via the online recruitment process, and 
existing employees, via internally administered surveys. This data is reported in 
annual reports by the Parent Company (RetailCo, 2014a) and serves as a basis for 
external legitimacy for disability employment practices. 
The Supermarket Business Unit, and to a lesser extent the Hardware Business 
Unit, seek legitimacy externally by meeting the perceived expectations of their local 
community,  including  customers,  with  regards  to  ‘doing  the  right  thing’  by 
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employing people with disability. As previously stated, tensions arise when 
rationalising disability employment in terms of the social expectation and perceived 
obligation of the case organisation to provide such employment opportunities, and 
the pressure on the Business Units to remain profitable through their business 
activities for their shareholders. Workforce representation of the local community 
was raised as a means of legitimation that provides a bridge between meeting the 
business objectives and social expectation to provide employment opportunities for 
people with disability. As customers are a major resource for the case organisation, 
regardless of the Business Unit, the legitimation of employing people with disability 
who live in the local community of current and prospective customers resonated with 
the bottom-line priority of the Store Managers. 
Disability employment was also legitimised as a government program in which 
the organisation participates. The NDRC and DES providers play an important role 
in educating and supporting staff across the different levels of the case organisation 
to facilitate disability employment practices. Their presence has legitimised different 
recruitment practices and on the job support for people who require more assistance. 
This has helped with any tensions raised rationalising different practices to others. 
The Supermarket Business Unit internally legitimates the employment of people 
with disability based on current experiences and the presence of organisational 
values and policies that support disability employment. Although the normative 
element, underpinning the legitimacy of disability employment, as ‘the right thing 
to do’ was evident across the case organisation, within the Supermarket 
Business Unit, disability employment has generally been constituted within the 
behaviours of staff, underpinned by the Cultural-Cognitive element. There was 
less evidence of such shared understandings and constituent behaviours across the 
stores within the Hardware Business Unit. 
The sources of legitimacy of disability employment, or audiences from which 
legitimacy of disability employment practices are sought and conferred, revealed 
across the case organisation were identified as: 
1) NDRC and DES providers (agencies of the Australian Government); 
2) Local Community including customers; 
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3) People with disability, and society in general; 
4) The Parent Company; and 
5) Store Managers 
 
Disparity in Mechanisms and Misalignment of Institutional Elements 
 
The mechanisms underpinning disability employment appeared to be 
underpinned by the three elements, albeit to varying degrees. These variances have 
given way for tensions to arise when demands from within the operational contexts, 
or technical environment, prevail over the demands from the institutional 
environment. For example, some interviewees alluded to the tension arising from 
rationalising the social benefits of disability employment in terms of efficiency and 
productivity. 
“I suppose the thing is that inclusion means that we have to 
understand that it's not mediocrity. It's that there's a balance. We're 
including people that don’t necessarily give us 100 per cent of what 
we want, but I think it makes us better for it - a better society.” (H1S3) 
As the Store Managers are afforded an autonomous decision-making process for 
disability employment within their stores, tensions may arise in rationalising these 
practices when balancing business requirements, such as profitability of their store, 
with the case organisation’s vision for disability employment, and their personal 
values around disability. 
The mechanism of redefining roles to include only repetitive tasks was raised as 
a concern with regard to providing meaningful employment for people with 
disability. One Store Manager expressed difficulty in rationalising how he could 
expect an employee to do the same tasks for their entire period of employment. Yet 
this type of arrangement was occurring at other stores. Referring back to Chapter 
Five presenting the findings from the Parent Company, a driver of disability 
employment at this meso-level was the responsibility of the organisation to create 
sustainable and meaningful employment for people with disabilities. According to 
the Diversity Manager at the Parent Company level, disability employment is defined 
as “sustainable employment and that the employment's legitimate and for long term 
gain” (DM). 
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In terms of this definition and understanding of disability employment at the 
Parent Company level, it is evident that the practices within each store across both 
Business Units have created sustainable employment opportunities. For example, in 
Supermarket 3, the two employees with Down Syndrome have been employed for 
seven years; the employee in Supermarket 1 with the vision impairment has been 
employed for ten years, and the employee with physical impairment has been 
employed with the Hardware Business Unit for approximately three years. Hence, 
regardless of the complexity of the roles performed, by the Parent Company’s 
definition of sustainable employment, the employees with disability have legitimate 
employment that they have held for substantial lengths of time. 
Furthermore, according to the recollections of the interviewees, the majority of 
previous employees with disability voluntarily left their employment due to personal 
circumstances and their resignation was out of the control of the organisation. 
Indeed, in one case, the organisation offered extended leave to an employee to 
assist with personal crisis management; however this employee did eventually resign. 
As there is evidence to suggest that Store Managers have provided sustainable jobs 
for people with disability, tensions in the rationalisation of redefining roles to create 
employment opportunities may arise due to lack of shared understandings of the 
meaning of sustainable and legitimate employment across the levels of the case 
organisation. 
Tensions were also expressed around the relatively unspecified expectations of 
the number of people with disability who should be employed, as communicated by 
the Parent Company to the Business Units. Due to the size of the case organisation, 
a variety of Business Units operate under the Parent Company and reflect differing 
types of products, store sizes and staffing numbers. The functions of roles and 
staffing arrangements for some Business Units may not be compatible with regards 
to the expected requirements of disability employment. 
“Compared to a Supermarket or a [general merchandise] or 
[hardware] where you've got a much bigger environment and a lot of 
different roles. Certainly in [liquor] it is sometimes a one-person job, 
and that person has to do everything in that business. Same with 
petrol sites.” (HRSS) 
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The operational context of the business operations may restrict disability 
employment opportunities in some Business Units within the case organisation, 
thereby limiting the adoption of disability employment across the entire organisation. 
Furthermore, as the Parent Company does not use quotas to communicate 
expectations of how many people with disability should be working within stores 
across Business Units, Store Managers expressed concern whether they are ‘doing 
enough’ in terms of disability employment. Therefore, some interviewees tended 
to rationalise the number of current and previous employees in terms of 
availability of suitable roles within their current operational context. Interestingly, 
this rationalisation process of tempering creating sustainable employment 
opportunities for people with disability within the constraints of the Business Unit 
operational environments was recognised by the Diversity Manager. 
“I think pragmatically, from a business perspective, you need to build 
the structure that people can genuinely participate, but creating jobs 
for the sake of it is not necessarily a sustainable thing in the 
business.” (DM) 
Summary of Findings of the Case Organisation 
 
Within the case organisation, various bases of legitimacy emerged as underlying 
mechanisms for the presence of disability employment practices. However, the 
degree to which these mechanisms are underpinned by the institutional elements 
varied across the Business Units. In general, the bases for internal legitimacy 
included organisational policies around EEO and diversity, which in turn provide a 
cultural-cognitive framework for disability employment practices to be understood as 
legitimate organisational functions. Similarly, the normative element underpins 
these practices in the sense that they are deemed legitimate against social 
expectations of large employers’ responsibility to create employment opportunities 
for people with disability. External legitimacy is sought from stakeholders, including 
customers, community and government. This basis of legitimacy is primarily 
underpinned by the normative element. 
The representation of the institutional elements within the case organisation is 
presented in Figure 8.2. A summary of the analysis and findings according to the 
ways the case organisation aligns disability employment practices with existing 
organisational structures and activities, the ways these practices are legitimised, and 
Chapter 8: Comparison of Findings across the Case Organisation 198 
 
 
the relevant institutional elements underpinning these mechanisms are presented in 
Table 8.1. Chapter Nine provides a discussion of these findings in terms of previous 
research, and the theoretical concepts of Institutional Theory. 
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Figure 8.2.  Institutional elements within the case organisation. Sources of legitimacy appear 
in red. 
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Table 8.1 
Comparison of Underlying Assumptions of the Institutional Elements across the Levels of the Case Organisation 
 
 
Assumption Regulative Normative Cultural-Cognitive 
Motive for 
Compliance 
 
Parent 
Company 
 
 
 
 
Supermarket 
 
 
 
 
 
Hardware 
Basis of Order 
 
Parent 
Company 
Existing organisational policies around 
EEO, anti-discrimination and 
workplace diversity 
Targeted recruitment for new 
Hardware Stores 
 
Existing organisational policies around 
EEO, anti-discrimination and 
workplace diversity 
 
Existing organisational policies around 
EEO, anti-discrimination 
Focus on Diversity Program 
Parent Company directive/expectation 
 
 
Relationship with NDRC and DES 
Providers 
Targeted recruitment for new 
Hardware Stores 
Expectation of society for large organisations to 
be EEO compliant and employ people with 
disability 
Individual managers relating personal 
experiences of disability to create 
employment opportunities 
Expectation of society for large organisations to 
be EEO compliant and employ people with 
disability 
Employment is good for people with disability 
EEO and Diversity embedded in work practices 
Leadership value of ‘always doing the right thing” 
Workforce to be representative of local community 
for overall business objectives 
 
 
EEO principles embedded in work practices 
Good for business/ community/ customers/ people 
with disability 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Incorporating disability employment into existing 
training and organisational-shared 
understandings of EEO, anti-discrimination and 
workplace diversity. 
Encouraging relationships with DES Providers at the 
local level: Business Units. 
Supermarket Relationship with DES Providers Job matching for skills and abilities 
Job redefining for certain impairments 
DES Provider Assistance as required 
Co-workers as proxy support workers 
Hardware Use of DES provider (or other agency) 
to facilitate recruitment 
Separate recruitment practices for new 
placements for people with 
disability 
Personal values of co-workers Future recruitment: based on capability 
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Table 8.1 (continued) 
Comparison of Underlying Assumptions of the Institutional Elements across the Levels of the Case Organisation 
 
 
Assumption Regulative Normative Cultural-Cognitive 
 
 
Logic of Action 
Parent 
Company 
The “right thing to do” for large companies Disability employment occurring at the local level 
for many years 
 
Supermarket 
Hardware 
 
Government program 
EEO and Diversity principles 
underlying practices 
Parent Company expectations 
The “right thing to do” for large companies 
Employment is good for people with disability 
Representative of the Community 
Personal values of some co-workers 
Good for business/ community/ customers/ people 
with disability 
 
 
Affect 
Parent 
Sense of pride of “doing the right thing” Mostly confident however unsure of individual 
differences of understanding at the local level 
Company 
Supermarket 
 
Hardware 
Basis of 
Legitimacy 
Parent 
Supermarket 
Hardware 
 
 
 
Confident of compliance with HR 
directive 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Compliance with Parent Company 
directives/expectations 
Sense of pride of “doing the right thing” 
Pride in own practices but critical of organisation 
as a whole 
Sense of pride in being able to make a difference 
Disgust in attitudes of others 
 
Size and Status of organisation 
Providing sustainable employment opportunities: 
not ‘charity’ 
 
 
Good for people with disability 
Good for community 
Good for the community 
Confidence that practices are good 
Uncertainty about ‘doing enough’ 
 
Uncertain about future opportunities 
 
 
Disability employment occurring at the local level 
for many years 
 
 
 
Good for business/ community/ customers/ people 
with disability 
 
Notes:  1. Parent Company information is displayed as red text; Supermarket Business Unit information is displayed as green text; Hardware Business Unit information is displayed 
as blue text. 
2.  Text appearing in bold font indicates differences between the Supermarket Business unit and the Hardware Business Unit. 
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Chapter 9:  Discussion and Conclusion 
 
The aim of the current research was to explore how an Australian organisation, 
which currently employs people with disability, legitimises disability employment 
practices in order to gain an understanding of the mechanisms that contribute to the 
demand-side of disability employment within the Australian context. The case 
organisation chosen for the study was a large Australian retail organisation with a 
nested structure comprising the Parent Company and various Business Units. The 
nested organisational structure provided the opportunity to explore the mechanisms 
underlying disability employment practices at both the meso and micro levels of an 
organisation. Data was collected from staff representatives from the Parent 
Company and three individual stores in each of two Business Units, Supermarket and 
Hardware. 
The theoretical lens of Institutional Theory (Meyer & Rowan, 1977), and in 
particular, the Three Pillar Framework (Scott, 2008b), was chosen to guide the 
analysis of the interview data. The findings revealed the material practices and 
organisational strategies in which the case organisation engages to facilitate the 
recruitment and maintenance activities related to disability employment. The 
findings also revealed the extent to which the three institutional elements: regulative, 
normative and cultural-cognitive; have aligned to provide stability of these practices 
across the micro and meso-level of the organisation. Finally, an insight has been 
gained into how the employment of people with disability can appear as a legitimate 
practice within a large organisation operating within the social and political context 
of Australia. 
Focussing on the concept of legitimacy within the theoretical framework of 
Institutional Theory, with particular emphasis on the work of Scott (2008b), the 
following discussion explains how the case organisation, at both the meso and micro 
levels, seeks and confers legitimacy when deciding to adopt and sustain disability 
employment practices. Specifically, the four primary mechanisms revealed within 
the findings are explained with reference to related concepts of legitimacy within 
Institutional Theory. Firstly, operating at the interface between the meso-level of the 
organisation and the external institutional environment of disability employment 
within Australia, the mechanism of seeking legitimacy from the local community is 
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discussed. Also within this space sits the mechanism of relationship building with 
the National Disability Recruitment Coordinator (NDRC) and Disability 
Employment Service (DES) providers. 
The inclusion of people with disability within organisational policies, the 
targeted recruitment program, and the influence of individual understandings of the 
benefits of employment for people with disability, lie at the interface between the 
meso-level and the micro-level of the organisation and are indicative of a top-down 
perspective (Scott, 2008b). However, the tensions arising from efficiency demands 
from the organisation’s technical environment and the extent to which these demands 
overshadow the demands from the institutional environment, have led to variations in 
praxis of disability employment at the local Business Unit level. These variations are 
explained by the bottom-up perspective (Scott, 2008b) and the misalignment of the 
institutional elements that have been revealed across the contexts of the two Business 
Units. 
The chapter concludes with a discussion of the practical implications for 
organisations, the Australian Government, and Australian society. The contributions 
to the knowledge-field of disability employment and to the Institutional Theory 
literature, the limitations of the current research design, and directions for future 
research are presented. The discussion begins with an overview of the institutional 
environment of disability employment in Australia. 
Institutional Environment of Disability Employment in Australia 
 
A clearer understanding of the institutional environment of disability 
employment has been garnered from the current research. Despite the regulatory 
framework that exists for people with disability in terms of qualifying for welfare 
payments, such as the Disability Support Pension (DSP) and the legislative 
framework that regulates accessibility and discrimination within the employment 
context in Australia, there are no legislative requirements to which organisations 
must conform with regard to adopting disability employment practices. The findings 
do suggest, however, that organisational actors align disability employment with 
other legislation, such as Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) legislation. Hence 
in the absence of salient regulations, organisations may seek suitable templates from 
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existing institutional environments (Boxenbaum, 2006) to legitimise the adoption of 
disability employment practices. 
The Australian government-funded agencies, the DES providers and the NDRC, 
were revealed as quasi-regulative authorising agents that are positioned at the 
interface of the organisational environment and the institutional environment. 
These agencies gain their legitimacy within the institutional environment 
through continued government funding. From an organisational perspective, they 
are deemed to be the government conduit for the supply-side of disability 
employment and often define strategies for organisations to be able to adopt 
disability employment practices. Hence, according to Institutional Theory, these 
agencies “define new organising situations, redefine existing ones, and specify 
the means for coping rationally with each” (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, p. 344). 
Other sources of legitimacy for disability employment were revealed as 
authorising agents for the adopting and sustaining of disability employment practices 
within the case organisation. For example, in the current study, the local community 
in which each store operates was identified as an important constituent to reward the 
organisation for adopting disability employment practices. Legitimacy is sought 
from the community as it provides the valuable resource of customers to enhance the 
organisation’s financial success. Furthermore, as organisations are rewarded for 
establishing structures that are understandable and acceptable (Scott, 1987; Scott & 
Meyer, 1983), the organisation was complying with social norms regarding the 
benefits of social and economic inclusion for people with disability. The social 
expectation of large organisations to proactively employ people with disability, and 
thus increase the demand-side of disability employment, was embodied within the 
symbolic framework that guides the institutional environment of disability 
employment. 
Legitimacy of Disability Employment Practices 
 
In order for practices to be adopted and sustained, they must be legitimate 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott, 2008b). According to Scott (1995) “organisations 
need more than technical resources to remain viable, they also need ongoing cultural 
endorsement” (p. 45).   Each of the three institutional elements underpins distinct 
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bases of legitimacy of practices (Scott, 2008b). The adoption of disability 
employment practices may be explained through understanding how organisations 
seek external legitimacy from their institutional environment for their activities 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Furthermore, for practices to be sustained, they must also 
be deemed legitimate by actors within the organisation (Scott, 2008b). The 
following sections apply the concept of legitimacy within Institutional Theory to 
explain how the case organisation, at both the meso-level and micro-level, seeks and 
confers the legitimacy of the common practices and mechanisms of disability 
employment that were identified within the findings. 
Interface of the Organisation and External Institutional Environment 
Meeting expectations from the institutional environment 
The institutional environment of organisations consists of individual and 
collective actors who define the standards for organisations depending on their size, 
prominence in the market, and reputation (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). According to 
Meyer and Rowan (1977), over time organisations align their activities with 
demands arising from their institutional environment. Organisations seek 
ceremonial conformity with the rules of their institutional environment to appear as 
rational and legitimate actors within this environment (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 
Normative demands around disability employment have increased in recent times 
in Australia, due to publicity around changes to the welfare payments to people with 
disability and government emphasis on creating employment opportunities to reduce 
the number of welfare recipients. Expectations for organisations to provide 
employment opportunities have become more salient. These expectations have 
created opportunities for organisations to seek legitimacy from audiences that 
may have previously been overlooked as important legitimating sources. 
One mechanism of seeking external legitimacy used by the case 
organisation was the reporting of employment statistical data of employees with 
disability in annual reports. Organisations in Australia are not required by law to 
report the actual numbers of people with disability recruited, as is the case for the 
number of women recruited and promoted, as required by EEO legislation 
(Australian Government Workplace Gender Equality Agency, 2015). In terms of 
gender data, reporting to government bodies is essential for organisations with over 
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100 employees to avoid sanctions (KPMG, 2013). This data is also reported in 
publicly-available documents, such as annual reports, to signal to stakeholders the 
level of compliance the organisation is demonstrating (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; 
Suchman, 1995). Therefore by choosing to report the number of people with 
disability recruited and currently employed at specific points in time, in effect, the 
case organisation is employing an external criterion of worth, in terms of signalling 
adherence to an external expectation of organisational responsibility to engage in 
disability employment practices (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 
External legitimacy may then be conferred from existing, and indeed potential, 
audiences within organisational environments. Hence the organisation, although not 
compelled to conform, voluntarily seeks out attention and approval of authorising 
agents, not only from within their technical environment, for example shareholders 
and customers, but also from the institutional environment of disability employment, 
for example the local community and the Australian Government (Scott, 1991). This 
reporting, however, opens the organisation to public scrutiny of practices (Meyer & 
Rowan, 1977). 
An organisation must be confident that the supporting practices will uphold 
social expectations, including workplace rights and equitable pay for people with 
disability. The inclusion of disability employment within the diversity policy 
(Appendix B), and previously the EEO policy within the Employee Code of Conduct 
(Appendix C), therefore serves a dual purpose: to confer internal legitimacy at the 
micro level of the organisation (regulative element), and to seek external legitimacy 
from the institutional environment (normative element). As these policies have 
become represented in constitutive rules and supported by shared understandings and 
meaning systems around the legitimacy of disability employment (cultural-cognitive 
element) within the Supermarket Business Unit, the organisation may confidently 
expose itself to public scrutiny. 
Organisations may use this model reporting of disability employment data, but 
the instrumentality of such reporting may be dependent on the organisation’s 
operating environment. For example, within the retail industry sector, customers are 
key stakeholders. Overtly displaying employees with visible impairment within 
stores legitimises the employment of people with disability by connecting with social 
values and expectations that people with disability have the right to work.  However, 
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when an organisation’s staff members are not visible to their stakeholders, publicly 
reporting may be the only way of signalling to stakeholders that the organisation 
does employ people with disability. 
Forging relationships with NDRC and DES providers 
 
Proactive  disability  employment  recruitment  strategies  were  revealed  in  the 
current  research,  such  as  specifically  including  disability  status  within  their 
organisational on-line recruitment process, and encouraging targeted recruitment of 
people with disability within new stores.  It is through these strategies that the Parent 
Company proactively encourages employment applications from people with 
disability.  Evidence was also found at the meso-level of the relationship with the 
NDRC, and subsequently DES providers at the local level of the organisation, and 
corporate membership of a disability advocacy group. As these bodies represent 
authorising agents within the institutional environment of disability employment, 
such as the Australian Government and people with disability, these relationships 
formed by the organisation may be explained by the concept of institutional linkages. 
Institutional linkages confer both legitimacy and resources on organisations 
(Scott & Meyer, 1994). Consistent with Institutional Theory (Meyer & Rowan, 
1977; Scott & Meyer, 1983), an organisation’s long-term survival is enhanced as it 
becomes increasingly embedded within its institutional environment. Institutional 
relations, or linkages, typically enhance both legitimacy and resource support 
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott & Meyer, 1994). As 
organisations in a population become embedded in their institutional environment, 
these relations confer survival advantages on individual organisations by providing 
them with resources and legitimacy (Scott & Meyer, 1983). 
According to Institutional Theory conformity to the norms and social 
expectations of the institutional environment improves an organisation’s survival 
chances (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott & Meyer, 1983). When organisations 
establish ties to institutions, they signal their adherence to institutional prescriptions 
of appropriate conduct and thus obtain greater legitimacy, status and rewards that 
contribute to their survival.  Hence, institutional relationships act as buffers that 
protect organisations from environmental uncertainty and competitive threats to 
survival (Baum & Oliver, 1991). 
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Furthermore, as the impetus for organisations to adopt disability employment 
practices may stem from seeking legitimacy from the institutional environment, in 
order to achieve such legitimacy these practices and strategies need to be publicly 
recognised. Within the retail sector, and other direct service industries such as 
hospitality, customers are key stakeholders and are able to see employees with 
disability within physical working environments. For those organisations whose 
customers do not directly interact with the physical workspace the ways by which 
disability employment is promoted to seek external legitimacy is limited. National 
awards are given to organisations that embrace disability employment, and DES 
providers promote their partnerships within their localised media releases, such as 
newsletters. Hence organisations may gain legitimacy through partnering with the 
NDRC and DES providers to gain public recognition through the government funded 
authorising agents. 
Although the findings suggest that the legitimacy of employing people with 
disability was sought at the meso-level of the case organisation in response to 
indirect regulatory pressures created from the government funded NDRC and DES 
providers, the voluntary partnering with NDRC and relationship building with local 
DES providers may also be supported by the normative and cultural-cognitive 
elements. The Parent Company has gained an understanding of institutionalised 
rules and standards governing the activities of DES providers, and the NDRC has 
communicated the rules and standards around employment opportunities within the 
case organisation to DES providers. The relationship between the NDRC and the 
Parent Company has allowed a common language and social structure around 
disability employment practices to be developed (Lawrence, 1999). These 
institutional linkages have contributed to understandings of disability employment at 
the interface of the organisational meso-level and the institutional environment, 
which has legitimised the associated practices (Scott & Meyer, 1983). 
Interface of the Meso and Micro Organisational Levels 
Including people with disability in organisational policies 
With reference to the adoption of disability employment practices at the local 
level, individual actors may seek legitimacy of new practices from the meso-level of 
the  organisation.    For  example,  the  Parent  Company  (meso-level)  specifically 
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included disability as a target group within their organisational diversity policy 
(Appendix B). The specific inclusion of people with disability in diversity policies 
(Chan, et al., 2010; Erickson, et al., 2014) and diversity training (Post, et al., 2010) 
has been revealed in previous literature. Prior to the introduction of the diversity 
policy, a reference to people with disability was included within the Anti- 
discrimination and Equal Employment Opportunity section of the Employee Code of 
Conduct (Appendix C). Managers and floor staff were found to legitimise disability 
employment in terms of diversity or Equal Employment Opportunity, or indeed both. 
Furthermore, the principles of Anti-Discrimination legislation have been embedded 
within organisational policies and practices for a considerable period of time. By 
specifically including people with disability within existing policies, the parent 
company has shaped the operating environment for the Business Units and Stores, 
and hence a top-down process was evident (Scott, 2008b). For example, when faced 
with the option of recruiting a person with disability, the managers who are seeking 
legitimacy of this practice may refer to the existing organisational policies to inform 
their decision. 
Incorporating disability as a specific category within organisational diversity 
policies, or similar employment guidelines, provides a legitimate template from 
which organisational actors can legitimise and rationalise proactive disability 
employment practices (Boxenbaum, 2006). However, the mere inclusion of people 
with disability within a written document may not be sufficient for organisational 
actors at the micro-level of the organisation to specifically adopt disability 
employment practices. According to Scott (1985; 2008b), conformity to rules may 
be strategically manipulated, particularly in the absence of formal requirements, such 
as employment quotas. Furthermore, unless rules are supported by the normative 
and cultural-cognitive elements, they can be superficial and short-lived (Scott, 
2008b). Hence, actors responsible for the day to day activities within organisations 
require other symbolic templates to encourage the proactive recruitment and 
sustainable employment for people with disability. These templates are represented 
in shared understandings and constituent rules of behaviours that legitimate disability 
employment. 
The data showed that shared understandings of disability employment reflected 
the principles of EEO and diversity, particularly within the Supermarket Business 
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Unit. Furthermore, anti-discriminatory behaviours, which have been regulated 
within Australian organisations for many years, have informed appropriate 
behaviours, including acceptance and respect for individual differences. These 
egalitarian values, although underpinned by the regulative element, have become 
constitutive rules of behaviour (Scott, 1994) that are inclusive of people with 
disability. According to Scott (1994, p. 61) “constitutive rules define the nature of 
actors and their capacity for action”. These rules take the general form: “X counts as 
Y in context C” (Scott, 1994, p. 64). For example, people with disability count as 
valued employees in the context of the organisational diversity or EEO policies. 
Hence these shared conceptions have provided stability and order (Scott, 1991) 
insofar as disability employment is perceived to be a legitimate practice at the local 
level. 
The specific inclusion of people with disability in organisational diversity 
management policies has previously been found to inform manager’s decision- 
making processes (Erickson, et al., 2014). Interestingly, the diversity management 
literature has not typically included people with a disability as a central premise 
(Woodhams & Danieli, 2000; Thanem, 2008), but has focussed on other 
demographic differences such as gender, race, and more recently cultural diversity 
(Burgess, French & Strachan, 2009; Leveson & Joiner, 2009). This neglect may be 
related to the perceived difficulties and reticence organisations face when 
considering hiring a person with a disability, and managing their performance during 
the employment cycle (Unger, 2002). 
It may also be due to a relatively weak business case for disability employment, 
compared to other minority groups and due to other concerns arising from tensions 
within the technical environments of organisations (Janssens & Zanoni, 2005; 
Thanem, 2008; Woodhams & Danieli, 2000). Previous research findings suggest 
organisations rationalise their motives to employ people with disabilities in terms of 
creating a diverse workplace with egalitarian values (Gilbride, et al., 2003). The 
current findings provide an explanation of how the inclusion of people with disability 
within organisational diversity policies legitimises the adoption of disability 
employment practices from the regulative element, whilst also being supported by 
the normative and cultural-cognitive elements within an organisation. 
Chapter 9: Discussion and Conclusion 210 
 
 
Aligning people with disability with job requirements of roles 
 
The findings revealed the types of material practices that the case organisation 
uses to facilitate the adoption of disability employment. These practices were similar 
to those revealed in previous studies. Practices such as job redesign (Shaw, et al., 
2012), and facilitation of physical workplace accommodations (Houtenville & 
Kalargyrou, 2012), were present at the micro-level.  These practices were either 
suggested by DES providers, or facilitated by managers by drawing on previous 
experience with employees with similar types of disability. The costs associated with 
making physical adjustments to the working environment (Houtenville & Kalargyrou, 
2012) were met by the case organisation, despite available government funding to 
meet such costs (Australian Government Department of Employment, 2014).  Co-
worker support and supportive relationships (Gerwurtz & Kirsh, 2009) were also 
evident at this micro-level. Hence the findings from previous research regarding the 
actual practices that organisations, particularly at the local level, undertake to 
accommodate individual needs of people with disability within the workplace were 
supported by the study. 
Practices encompassing workplace accommodations, for example the 
redesigning of job roles, to accommodate the requirements of some employees, can 
be explained by the mechanism of bricolage (Scott, 2008b). Scott (2008b) identifies 
bricolage, also referred to as decoupling by Meyer and Rowan (1977), as a 
mechanism which operates in the symbolic realm of organisations and involves 
actors drawing on previous experiences and combining these templates with local 
structures and ideas to inform responses to issues. This mechanism involves a 
“creative combination of symbolic and structural elements garnered from varying 
sources and traditions” (Scott, 2008b, p. 142). 
To demonstrate how the mechanism of bricolage (Scott, 2008b), or decoupling 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977), underpins recruitment decisions at the store level, the 
following example is drawn from the findings. Organisational roles are typically 
determined by the demands of the technical environment. However previous 
experience with people with disability influenced the extent to which Store Managers 
were willing to consider employment applications from people with disability. Store 
Managers were able to draw on previous concrete experiences, both positive and 
negative, and combine these templates with the demands of the particular technical 
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environment, for example availability of tasks and roles, or the number of people 
with disability already employed, to inform their recruitment decisions. 
Furthermore, when roles had been previously redefined to accommodate people with 
certain impairments, the decision to back-fill these were more readily rationalised. 
Aligning disability employment with personal values 
 
For disability employment to be adopted at the micro-level, shared 
understandings of the legitimacy of disability employment must exist. This can be 
explained through the concept of meaning systems (Scott, 1994). As presented in 
Chapter Two, the broad understandings of disability may be informed by different 
paradigms and by personal experiences with people with disability. Within 
Institutional Theory, these understandings are referred to as meaning systems. These 
meaning systems are “institutionalised beliefs systems-externally created and widely 
recognised frameworks for carrying on specified work performances” (Scott, 1995, 
p. 49). When these meaning systems are widely shared by actors, both external and 
internal to the organisation, they serve to legitimate specific activities, such as 
disability employment. 
Understandings of disability informed by the social paradigm were evident 
within the findings. Shared understandings of the civil rights of people with 
disability to be given employment opportunities and to be treated with respect within 
the working environment were prominent. Hence the adoption of disability 
employment appeared as morally legitimate (Scott, 2008b) at the local level of the 
organisation. Furthermore, the mechanism of matching the person’s abilities to the 
requirements of available roles, facilitated primarily through the online recruitment 
process, was also informed by the social paradigm. In some cases, employees who 
were identified as having a disability were not regarded as such by their co-workers. 
In the case organisation, there were no restrictions on career advancement and 
training opportunities for these employees, despite such restrictions being 
highlighted within previous research (Snyder, et al., 2010). 
At the workplace level, disability employment was legitimised through 
alignment with shared understandings of the benefits of employment and the right to 
work for people with disability. These shared understandings were underpinned by 
the three institutional elements.  The presence of shared understandings is indicative 
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of the cultural-cognitive element. The normative element became evident in the 
shared understandings of disability employment as the ‘right thing to do”, and the 
regulative element provided support through the presence of organisational policies 
incorporating people with disability. The findings also revealed that the alignment of 
the three elements allowed organisational actors without previous experience of 
disability employment, to draw on personal understandings of disability to find that 
these understandings were shared by other actors and supported by organisational 
policies. 
Understandings of disability explained by the individual paradigm (Chapter 
Two) were also apparent within the findings. From this perspective, the 
marginalisation and oppression of people with disability is seen as legitimate (Oliver, 
1986). Within the literature focussing on experiences of people with disability 
within the workplace, negative experiences in relation to social interactions within 
the workplace have been reported (Berry & Meyer, 1995; Schur, et al., 2005; Stone 
& Colella, 1996). These experiences have been explained by typical phenomena 
occurring within working environments with people with certain disabilities, for 
example, intellectual and cognitive impairments (Colella, et al., 1997). 
Although not extensive, there was some evidence that expectations of 
performance of the employees with intellectual and cognitive impairments fell below 
those employees without disability. Furthermore, otherwise inappropriate behaviour, 
such as long periods of unapproved leave and lower job performance, tended to be 
more tolerated for these individuals. These lowered expectations may be an indicator 
of the social phenomenon of the ‘norm of kindness’ (Colella, et al., 1997), but can 
also be informed by personal understandings of disability that act as templates that 
inform responses to performance issues of people with disability (Scott, 2008b). 
Top-Down and Bottom-Up Perspectives 
 
As previously discussed, organisations may seek legitimacy within their 
institutional environment in order to increase resources available to the organisation 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Over time, organisations align their practices to meet the 
expectations of the authorising agents within the institutional  environment. 
However, organisations may also shape their institutional environments (Meyer & 
Rowan, 1977).  According to Meyer and Rowan (1977), the formal structure of an 
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organisation has significance apart from its effect on the behaviour of organisational 
participants. The findings of the current research that both top-down and bottom-up 
mechanisms underlying the legitimacy of disability employment practices operate 
across organisational levels and within the institutional environment of disability 
employment. 
The top-down perspective emphasises the extent to which organisations are 
influenced by external frameworks that provide models of organisational 
arrangements from which organisational actors choose, or to which they are 
subjected (Scott & Meyer, 1994). The mechanisms of ceremonial conformity 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977) to meet societal expectations regarding the responsibility 
of large organisations to create employment opportunities for people with 
disability, and institutional linkages (Scott & Meyer, 1994), through forging 
relationships with authorising agents within the institutional environment of 
disability employment, suggest a top-down perspective of the adoption of disability 
employment practices at the meso-level of the case organisation.. 
Institutional Theory also recognises the influence of the institutional 
environment in the shaping of organisational practices that operate within the 
technical environment of organisations (Scott, 2008b). The top-down perspective as 
it relates to the adoption of disability employment practices was evident at the 
interface between the meso-level and micro-level of the organisation and the material 
practices occurring at the local level. For example, the mechanism undertaken by the 
Parent Company of aligning disability employment with existing organisational 
templates (Boxenbaum, 2006) by including people with disability within recruitment 
practices and existing organisational policies, is indicative of the top-down 
perspective. Furthermore, the legitimising of disability employment according to 
individual understandings of the civil rights of people with disability to work, or 
rational myths (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) as guided by the social paradigm of 
disability, was also evidence of top-down mechanisms operating at the local level. 
Although the top-down perspective may explain how an organisation, at both the 
meso and micro levels, may legitimise disability employment practices, the ways in 
which the actors at the local level balance the demands from the institutional and 
technical environments may result in variation of praxis and may influence the extent 
to which practices are adopted and sustained (Seo & Creed, 2002).   Within the 
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findings, there was evidence of bottom-up processes, whereby “lower level actors 
and structures shape, reproduce and change-the contexts within which they operate” 
(Scott, 2008b, p.191). As the case organisation chosen for this study currently 
engages in disability employment, many of the concerns around adopting disability 
employment practices raised by employers within previous research (Burke, et al., 
2013) were not evident in the data. However, the current research revealed tensions 
around the sustaining of disability employment at the local-level. For example, 
tensions arising from rationalising the benefits of disability employment in terms of 
efficiency and productivity, and from the rationalisation of redefining roles to create 
employment opportunities were identified in the findings. Responses to these 
tensions revealed at the local level facilitate bottom-up mechanisms that may be 
attributed to the misalignment of institutional elements and competing demands 
stemming from the institutional and technical environments. 
Misalignment of institutional elements 
 
The three institutional elements exert independent effects on social order and, 
although it is possible to distinguish prominence of one element over the others in 
certain situations, they mostly “appear in varying combinations to collectively 
undergird existing social arrangements” (Scott, 2010, p. 7).  As displayed in Figure 
8.2 in the previous chapter, the mechanisms underlying the legitimation of disability 
employment at the micro and meso levels of the organisation are entwined, and 
cannot be easily separated into a distinct instrumental process within each element. 
It is when organisational practices are underpinned by the three elements that 
practices become embedded and sustained within organisational social structures 
(Scott, et al., 2000). For example, although some interviewees had little direct 
experience with disability employment practices within their store, such practices 
were legitimised through the alignment of their personal beliefs of the benefits of 
disability employment (normative element), the shared understandings of these 
benefits within the workplace (cultural-cognitive element), and the inclusion of 
people with disability within organisational policies (regulative element). 
However, when the institutional elements are misaligned, as indicated within the 
Hardware Business Unit, institutional exceptions (Orr & Scott, 2008) may arise. 
These exceptions become evident within ignorance of local regulative elements, 
encounters with divergent normative frameworks, or differences in framing of 
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situations underpinned by the cultural-cognitive element (Orr & Scott, 2008). For 
example, as the Hardware Business Unit is a relatively new addition to the case 
organisation, shared understandings and belief systems may have yet to become 
embedded within the local settings. Therefore, the misalignment between the 
institutional elements within the Hardware Business Unit could be explained by the 
relatively short period of time that the stores within this business unit have been in 
operation. 
As institutional exceptions often arise from naivety from the offending actor, 
rather than from intentional deviation from established rules or norms (Orr & Scott, 
2008), the lack of familiarity with the existence of disability employment within the 
other Business Units of the case organisation could explain the unwillingness to 
employ people with disability from the external job market. Thus by transferring 
employees with disability from other stores, the Store Managers have drawn upon the 
experiences of others to inform disability employment practices within their store. 
Therefore, despite the emerging alignment of the regulative element and the 
normative elements that legitimise the recruitment of people with disability, the 
ways in which these practices would be sustained was not evident.  The lack of 
certainty around the sustaining of disability employment practices may be further 
explained by differentiated demands from the institutional and technical 
environments. 
Contradiction of institutional and technical demands 
 
According to Institutional Theory, organisations reflect and respond to the 
pressures and demands arising from their environment (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; 
Powell, 2007) in order to gain legitimacy and to appear rational (Meyer & Rowan, 
1977). However, as Meyer and Rowan (1977) argue, organisations are embedded 
in pluralistic institutional environments that are often infused with inconsistent 
prescriptions for legitimate organisational activities. It is when the legitimacy of 
non-instrumental activities is overshadowed by the demands of the technical 
environment that an efficiency gap becomes apparent. The size and persistence of 
this efficiency gap may increase with environmental uncertainty (Meyer & Rowan, 
1977). The two local-level contexts chosen in the current study represented differing 
degrees  of  environmental  uncertainty,  insofar  as  efficiency  demands  within  the 
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Hardware Business Unit were more salient than within the Supermarket Business 
Unit, due to the differences in market position of each unit. 
The comparison between the two Business Unit levels revealed differences in 
organisational contexts that may be explained by the differences in pressures and 
demands from each unit’s technical environment. The Hardware Business Unit is a 
new entrant to the market, and is currently exposed to demands from its competitors, 
Parent Company shareholders, and newly created working environments, and thus is 
seeking legitimacy from many authorising agents. This stands in contrast to the 
Supermarket Business Unit, which experiences fewer demands from these 
stakeholders. By strictly acceding to non-instrumental legitimacy demands, an 
organisation may limit its internal functioning because it loses possibilities to 
optimise its technical work activities (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2008; Scott, 2008b). 
Given the market position of the Hardware Business Unit currently, efficiency 
demands have focussed attention on instrumental activities aligned with increasing 
profits and gaining market share. Hence environmental uncertainty may be 
contributing to the focus on efficiency of staffing, rather than compliance with 
institutional demands around disability employment (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2008; 
Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 
Furthermore, multiple and differentiated pressures and demands existing within 
an organisational environment may influence the ways in which organisational 
practices appear within the organisational context (Meyer & Scott, 1983; Powell, 
2007; Seo & Creed, 2002) as organisations may exercise strategic choice within 
institutional environments, as they do within technical environments (Oliver, 1991; 
Scott, 2008b). According to Oliver (1991), organisations may engage in different 
strategies, ranging from compliance to defiance, when responding to institutional 
demands. Within the current research, both Business Units demonstrated a degree of 
compliance with the internal and external pressures to adopt disability employment 
practices. However, the responses to sustaining such practices were represented as 
more compromising, or indeed avoiding, future employment opportunities for people 
with disability (Oliver, 1991). 
Avoidance response strategies include concealment efforts and attempts to 
buffer parts of the organisation from the requirement to conform to institutional 
demands (Oliver, 1991).   For example, previous negative experiences with DES 
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providers were found to dissuade managers from employing people with disability 
in the future. This avoidance response serves as a buffer to conformity to 
demands from the institutional environment (Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott, 
2008b), such as future involvement with DES providers. However, this response 
shapes the praxis of disability employment within the particular organisational 
context, insofar as employment opportunities are likely to be restricted for people 
with disability who are registered with a DES provider and who require on-going 
support in the workplace. 
Compromising response strategies are common when organisational 
environments contain conflicting authorities (Scott, 2008b). Although the targeted 
recruitment program guided managers at the local level of Hardware Business Unit 
to consider people with disability during the initial recruitment drive of new stores, it 
appeared that this directive was legitimised through transferring existing 
employees from other stores. Hence, the Hardware Stores met the expectations of 
the Parent Company by employing people with disability within new stores, however 
they were also able to meet the efficiency demands of the technical environment by 
reducing training costs of new staff. 
Both compromising and avoiding response strategies were also apparent within 
the organisational context of the Supermarket Business Unit. The marginalisation of 
people with certain types of impairments was evident by the limited opportunities 
available for people with high workplace support requirements. Although people 
with visible disabilities, such as Down Syndrome, were employed within legitimate 
roles, these roles were significantly re-designed for these employees. Furthermore, a 
lack of creativity, or motivation to move beyond the constraints of the technical 
environment, may impact on the extent to which roles are redefined, or redesigned to 
accommodate different abilities. Consequently, managers at the local-level may 
compromise efficiency demands by adjusting the work design of roles in some 
circumstances, but not in others. For example, although the Australian government 
currently meets the costs associated with physical adjustments to workplaces to 
facilitate workplace accommodations (Australian Government Department of 
Employment, 2014), in some workplace contexts, workplace adjustments are unable 
to be undertaken by organisations due to the constraints of their physical operating 
environments. 
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Therefore, the pragmatic reality is that, despite the demands from the 
institutional environment of disability employment, within the organisational 
technical environment, there may be a limit on the extent to which existing roles can 
be re-defined to suit the abilities of people with high workplace support 
requirements. A significant consequence for people with disability is that some 
individual needs may not be able to be accommodated within some working 
environments. However, workplace environments may only restrict employment 
opportunities for people with specific types of impairments. For example, within the 
findings, opportunities for people with intellectual impairments appeared to be 
limited by the extent to which repetitive tasks could be removed from existing roles 
to create a new role for the person with disability. Hence the redesigning of roles in 
this manner becomes finite. The organisation therefore may still be proactive in 
disability employment practices, limited only by the workplace modifications 
required by individuals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9.1. Top-down and bottom-up perspectives of disability employment in the case 
organisation. 
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Summary of Discussion of Findings 
 
As shown in Figure 9.1, the legitimacy of disability employment practices with 
organisations may be influenced by the demands of the institutional environment, 
such as social expectations; however the ways in which the practices appear 
within organisational contexts are also influenced by the demands of the 
technical environment, such as efficiency concerns.  Despite social, political, and 
governmental attention to the supply-side of disability employment, organisations 
are influential in shaping the institutional environment of disability employment. 
When organisations strategically attend to the constraints of the technical 
environment, regardless of the impact of the demands of the institutional 
environment, the responses guide and constrain the supply-side of disability 
employment.  This type of influence stands in contrast to the influence exercised 
by the Australian Government through welfare reforms and mutual obligation 
requirements for people with disability. According to the regulatory requirements 
around eligibility for welfare payments, work capacity is measured by the number 
of hours a person with disability can physically work.  However the findings 
suggest that this approach appears an irrelevant measure of employability at the 
nexus of an organisation’s technical environment and the institutional environment 
of disability employment. 
Understandings of disability, informed by the social paradigm concerning the 
right of people with disability to work, support the legitimacy of disability 
employment within organisations. However understandings of disability informed 
by the economic paradigm, which primarily guide the economic security for many 
people with disability and the services provided by the government funded DES 
providers in Australia, appear to be less of a priority for organisations. It is therefore 
argued that the tensions within the institutional environment of disability 
employment constrain, rather than guide, organisational responses to disability 
employment in Australia. Until the pluralistic institutional environment of disability 
employment in Australia is addressed, the extent to which disability employment 
practices become embedded within organisations will be constrained. 
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Implications for Organisations 
 
The research has supported previous findings around the need for organisations 
to specifically include disability employment within their organisational policies, 
such as diversity policies. Furthermore, organisational policies that do not directly 
address EEO and diversity principles may not provide the basis of legitimacy for 
disability employment within the regulatory element of the organisation. Although 
the findings suggested that a form of bottom-up processing did occur within the 
micro-level of the organisation, it was not possible to delineate from the data 
that shared understandings of disability employment did not originally emerge 
from existing overarching EEO policies. Therefore, the absence of a regulatory 
framework embedded within organisational policies may be sufficient to deter 
organisational actors from adopting disability employment practices. 
The research has highlighted however the need for organisations to move 
beyond a policy document to provide a template for compliance. Organisations must 
engage in mechanisms that legitimise disability employment within the normative 
and cultural-cognitive elements. Relational ties with external constituencies, such as 
DES Providers, can be extended to disability advocacy groups and other 
organisations participating in disability employment to strengthen institutional 
linkages. Thus the mechanism of establishing these linkages provide opportunities 
for participating organisations to garner legitimacy for disability employment 
practices. 
Aligning disability employment with organisational values that are congruent 
with normative expectations of the immediate constituencies in both the 
institutional environment of disability employment and the organisational 
technical environment, for example local community, will strengthen the alignment 
of the normative and regulative elements within the organisation in order to gain 
moral legitimacy for disability employment practices. Furthermore, aligning 
normative understandings of employing people with disability as the ‘right thing to 
do’ with organisational values, for example leadership values, will embed disability 
employment practices within the cultural-cognitive element within organisations. 
Finally, adopting disability employment on a small scale can also create the basis of 
Chapter 9: Discussion and Conclusion 221 
 
 
cognitive legitimacy from which organisational actors at the local level can bring 
meaning to the material practices within their technical environment that align with 
their wider cultural understandings and previous personal experiences with people 
with disability. 
The challenge for organisations is to sustain disability employment practices, 
when such practices are incongruent with the demands of their technical 
environment. As discussed, this may only arise as a concern with regard to people 
with certain impairments. However, adopting disability employment, albeit for those 
with abilities which are compatible with available roles determined by the technical 
environment, will provide the opportunity for the organisation to become integrated 
with the institutional environment of disability employment. As demands from the 
technical environment change, and the audiences from which the organisation seeks 
legitimacy increases, future opportunities for people with disability may continue to 
arise. 
According to Scott (1991), as more than one institutional environment exists, 
some sources of legitimacy may be in competition, if not in conflict. Organisations 
are therefore in the position to strategically communicate to actors within the 
institutional environment, the factors determining the demand side of disability 
employment. This may be achieved, as revealed within the findings, through 
relational ties with DES providers and the NDRC as quasi-governmental agents. 
Furthermore, organisations are encouraged to become members of disability 
employment associations, such as Australian Network on Disability, to receive 
support and guidance around disability employment strategies from other 
organisations. It is when organisations strategically use their power as authorising 
agents within the institutional environment of disability employment that these 
linkages will strengthen to provide a proactive infrastructure for disability 
employment within Australia. 
Implications for the Australian Government 
 
The Australian Government invests funds in the form of employer incentives to 
induce organisations to engage in disability employment. Such inducement 
strategies may be expected to create structural changes within organisations that are 
willing to conform to the regulatory agent’s conditions (Meyer, Scott & Strang, 
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1987). However, as revealed within the research, such incentives may not be 
attractive to large organisations. Furthermore, as Meyer, Scott and Strang (1987) 
found, organisational structures created by inducements are unlikely to have lasting 
effects on the organisational performances they were intended to affect. 
Organisations that are indeed induced by such incentives may not have the 
underpinning institutional elements within the organisational structure to sustain 
disability employment practices. Therefore, the government confers legitimacy on 
organisations that adopt these practices; however these incentives alone do not 
guarantee sustainable disability employment within these organisations. 
The focus on mutual obligation and moving people with disability away from 
being long-term welfare recipients appears to be the priority for the Australian 
Government. As discussed in Chapter Two, the economic paradigm has guided 
social policy and welfare reforms, and has highlighted the government’s concern that 
disability employment is to ‘no longer be an economic strain on the welfare system’. 
However the current research has shown that this priority for disability employment 
is not espoused by organisations. The right to work, rather than a mutual obligation, 
was evident as a shared understanding and constituent rules that underpinned 
practices and strategies. Interestingly, the Australian Government in their National 
Disability Strategy (2010-2020) (Australian Government Department of Social 
Services, 2014b) appear to be approaching disability policies and strategies more 
from the social paradigm, with its emphasis on the rights of social and economic 
inclusion for people with disability. Hence, not only does a disparity exist within the 
governmental approach to disability employment, its approach to welfare reform 
appears inconsistent with organisational priorities. 
The Australian Government should attend more to the means by which 
organisations seek and confer legitimacy of disability employment within the 
institutional environment. Organisations should be recognised as constituents of the 
institutional environment of disability employment, and the Australian Government 
should proactively engage organisations in strategic working groups to create shared 
understandings of the benefits of disability employment within the wider context of 
Australian society. 
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Implications for Australian Society and People with Disability 
 
Disability employment can be viewed as an example of an organisational 
practice that has been adopted by organisations due to a broader perceived societal 
need rather than directly tied to actual production processes within organisations 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Although disability employment is occurring within 
Australian organisations, a primary concern persists. Despite efforts of organisations 
to adopt disability employment practices, demands from their technical environments 
may restrict their capacity to employ people with certain impairments. 
Organisations do engage with DES providers that facilitate the assistance 
required by some people with disability within employment. However as funding 
arrangements for these providers require on-the-job assistance to be reduced over 
time, this type of assistance provided must align with the organisational requirements 
for the job to be maintained. For example, although two employees with Down 
Syndrome, employed within the Supermarket Business Unit, have been fully 
supported in their roles by a DES Provider since they were employed, this is not a 
usual occurrence in most workplaces in the open labour market. 
Other examples drawn from the findings support this disparity as co-workers 
have taken on a support function to assist employees with disability in their roles. 
Employment suitability within the open labour market for some people with 
intellectual disability may consequently depend on the efforts of organisations to 
provide the ongoing support, in the absence of government-funded support. The 
requirement for the provision of additional support from organisations contributes to 
the tension between the demands of the institutional and technical environments. 
Although fully-supported employment options exist within the Australian Disability 
Enterprises, the restriction of government funding for on-going support within the 
open labour market, will often preclude some people with high workplace support 
requirements from employment within organisations. 
Contribution to the Knowledge-Field of Disability Employment 
 
The research has addressed the knowledge deficit within the field of disability 
employment by focusing on the nexus of organisational, government, and society 
perspectives of disability employment within the Australian context. Specifically, 
the research has addressed the lack of empirical contributions to the field of disability 
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employment informed by organisational theories by applying the theoretical concepts 
of Institutional Theory to explore the legitimacy of disability employment within 
organisations and the wider social and political environment in Australia.  The 
findings of the study have contributed to the nuanced understandings of the 
mechanisms that drive the adopting and sustaining of disability employment within 
organisations by exploring the ways in which organisations legitimise disability 
employment practices within and outside their operating environment. The research 
has highlighted that disability employment is arguably a legitimate organisational 
practice within Australian society. 
Expectations of social inclusion and economic participation of people with 
disability have moved beyond a civil rights perspective to that of an economic 
necessity. However the low employment rate of people with disability in Australia 
and empirical evidence suggesting a general reluctance of employers to engage in 
disability employment practices suggest a lack of economic rationality for 
organisations to employ people with disability. Despite these findings, as evidenced 
by this research, organisations do indeed employ people with disability. Therefore, 
this research has contributed to the knowledge of disability employment by 
explaining how organisations adopt behaviours that conform to normative demands 
but conflict with rational attainment of economic goals by legitimising disability 
employment against existing understandings of the benefits of economic inclusion 
for people with disability. 
The research also significantly contributed to the field of disability employment 
through the research design and methodology approach used. As previous studies 
have tended to neglect in-depth exploration of particular organisational sites, the 
embedded case study methodology used provided a unique perspective from which 
to examine the interaction and alignment of the legitimising mechanisms underlying 
the adopting and sustaining of disability employment practices within a large 
Australian organisation. Furthermore, by exploring the dynamics of the three 
institutional elements within the one case organisation, the degree to which these 
elements align to support the adopting and sustaining of disability employment 
practices could be explored. In this case, it appears that all three institutional 
elements describe and explain different influences on the legitimacy of disability 
employment within organisations. 
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By exploring a nested organisational structure, the meso-level and micro-levels 
of the organisation could be examined simultaneously. The research has provided 
evidence of how top-down and bottom-up processes operate within an organisation 
to legitimise practices. At the meso-level, disability employment was adopted in 
order to seek legitimacy from the external environment and institutional linkages 
shaped organisational activities. However at the same time, the adoption of 
disability employment was legitimised by existing practices occurring at the local 
level, and these practices have shaped the ways in which disability employment 
appears within the organisation. 
Finally, the findings of this study have contributed to concerned conversations 
around the recent directions of research using Institutional Theory and the apparent 
lack of focus on the core premise of the theory (Suddaby, 2010). By focusing on an 
organisation that has adopted a practice that has arguably little economic motivation 
and may appear as non-rational within an organisation’s technical environment 
(Suddaby, 2010), this research has contributed to the understandings of how multiple 
and differentiated demands that exist within the technical and institutional 
environments of organisations can result in varying praxis of disability employment 
at local organisational levels. Whilst top-down processes may guide awareness of 
the legitimacy of disability employment within the organisation’s institutional 
environments, local level responses to institutional demands often reflect pragmatic 
constraints of the technical environment. Therefore, the findings of the current 
research stand in contrast to the argument that organisations conform passively to the 
demands of the institutional environment (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), and has 
provided further support for research within institutional theory that maintains that 
organisations are capable of shaping their institutional environments (Powell, 2007). 
Limitations of the Current Study and Future Research Directions 
 
The limitations of the research lie within the area of the chosen method of the 
case study. According to Yin (2014), although a case study approach enables 
probing to reveal thick descriptive data, the number of interviewees and the number 
of stores included in the study represented a relatively small data set. However Yin 
(2014) also argues that increasing the number of cases would result in sacrificing the 
in-depth and contextual nature of case-study methodology. 
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The purposeful sampling strategy used in the research facilitated the 
identification of a suitable case organisation and subsidiary business units. However 
the identification and selection of the interviewees and stores within the two 
Business Units was facilitated by the Parent Company at the meso-level of the 
organisation. The Human Resource interviewees identified the Stores in which the 
data could be collected. Within the stores, the Store Managers identified the 
employees to participate in the interviews. This selection was based on the available 
staff in the store at the time of the data collection interviews. The interviewee 
sample may therefore not have represented the full range of possible views about 
disability employment across the case organisation. However, as addressed in 
Chapter Four, multiple interviews were conducted within each store of each business 
unit to facilitate triangulation of the data. Although justified to be the most 
appropriate to answer the research question and to address limitations of previous 
research, it is acknowledged that this methodology has posed limitations on this 
research. 
According to Institutional Theory, conformance to legitimacy pressures might 
contradict efficiency needs (Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2008; Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 
By strictly acceding to legitimacy pressures, an organisation may limit its internal 
functioning because it loses possibilities to optimise its technical work activities 
(Boxenbaum & Jonsson, 2008; Scott, 2008b). There is scope for future research to 
extend this line of enquiry to other organisations operating within different industry 
sectors, and organisations of differing size and market positions. Such research 
could explore the legitimacy of disability employment within contexts with demands 
from differing technical environments. The choice of industries could be guided by 
Australian statistical data that identifies the number of people with disability 
employed by industry sector. This line of research could also attend to different 
impairments within different employment contexts to explore interactions between 
these two areas of interest. 
A second area for future research is exploring quasi-regulatory pressures, 
through DES providers, and how these organisations respond to pressures from the 
changing government policies, and the demand-side of disability employment. 
Disability Employment Service (DES) providers act as “intermediaries that do not 
create but transmit and market information and these intermediaries are active in 
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shaping and reconstructing the ideas being transmitted” (Scott, 2003, p. 888). As the 
findings of this study indicated that the quality of the relationship between DES 
providers and local-level organisational actors can influence the availability of future 
employment opportunities, this area has been highlighted as an important conduit for 
sustainable disability employment practices. By focussing on how DES providers 
act as authorising agents for the legitimisation of disability employment for 
organisations, and how these providers seek legitimacy of their own practices from 
the Australian Government, the interaction between organisations and government 
and the ways in which institutional linkages and relational systems impact on the 
sustainability of disability employment could be explored. 
Conclusion 
 
The low employment participation rate of people with disability in Australia has 
been identified as a significant problem as it has impacted on the high poverty rate of 
people with disability, and has limited the scope of social and economic inclusion. It 
has also been identified as an ongoing concern for the Australian Government, due to 
fiscal pressures on the social security system caused by the increasing numbers of 
unemployed people with disability claiming welfare payments, coupled with 
increasing claims for age-related welfare benefits sought by the aging population. 
Hence the low rate of employment of people with disability in Australia is a social 
and government concern. 
Australian government policies have tended to focus on the supply side of 
disability employment, through providing additional funding for disability 
employment services, training for people with disability, and welfare reforms to 
encourage job search activities for those with disability who have been deemed 
capable of working. The demand side of disability employment, that is, employment 
opportunities created by organisations, has received far less attention from the 
Australian Government. However, there is an increasing public expectation for 
employers, particularly larger organisations, to create on-going employment 
opportunities for people with disability. Statistics show that some Australian 
organisations do employ people with disability. However, very limited extant 
research has examined how these organisations adopt and sustain disability 
employment practices. 
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The complexity of understandings of disability coupled with the pluralistic 
nature of the governmental responses to people with disability looking for work, 
have highlighted tensions around disability employment that exist within the general 
external operating environments of Australian organisations. Pressures from the 
disability sector, driven by those primarily with physical impairments, and their 
advocates, have shaped legislative requirements to increase physical access within 
public environments. With the focus on facilitating the economic inclusion of people 
with disability, legislation incorporating the principles of Equal Employment 
Opportunity and anti-discrimination, have created pressures for organisations to 
ensure their recruitment and general employment practices comply with these 
regulations to avoid sanctions. Finally, as the low employment rate of people with 
disability has become a priority for the Australian government due to fiscal pressures 
on welfare spending, Australian society in general has become more critical about 
the responsibility of organisations to create disability employment opportunities. 
The majority of the literature around disability employment has focused on the 
reasons why organisations are reluctant to employ people with disability, rather than 
how organisations adopt and sustain disability employment practices. Other studies 
have described common practices that occur within organisations but have not 
attended to how organisations sustain these practices. This research has addressed 
this gap in the literature by investigating how an Australian organisation that 
currently employs people with disability legitimises disability employment practices 
within their internal and external operating environments. 
Through the lens of Institutional Theory, and in particular following the work of 
Scott (2008b), the research revealed that the presence of the three institutional 
elements, regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive, could mutually support each 
other to provide a stable social structure in which disability employment can be more 
widely adopted. The concept of legitimacy was primarily examined to explain how 
an organisation could adopt an arguably non-rational economic activity within a 
moderate technical environment. 
By exploring the mechanisms that legitimise the adoption of disability 
employment practices within an organisation’s institutional environment, rather than 
focusing on constraints within the technical environment, the ways in which an 
organisation seeks and confers legitimacy of disability employment practices have 
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been explained. The research showed that when organisations specifically include 
people with disability within existing policies that have been provided frameworks 
and templates to guide actions and behaviours, internal legitimacy of employing 
people with disability is conferred by the meso-level to the micro-level of the 
organisation. Managers who are responsible for recruitment at the micro-level of the 
organisation are more confident that the decision to employ a person with disability 
will be supported by higher-level management. Furthermore, the regulative basis of 
legitimacy for disability employment is supported by the principles of EEO and anti- 
discrimination that have been embedded within organisational policies for a 
considerable period of time. 
The normative and cultural-cognitive elements also provide templates for the 
legitimacy of disability employment practices. Shared understandings of the benefits 
of economic inclusion for people with disability have become embedded within 
wider social values. When the organisation aligns organisational values and 
activities with these wider social values the legitimacy of disability employment 
becomes mutually supported by the normative element and cultural-cognitive 
elements. However as conformance to legitimacy demands for adopting and 
sustaining non-instrumental practices, such as disability employment, might indeed 
contradict efficiency needs, organisational actors may exercise strategic choice in the 
ways they seek legitimacy for these activities. 
The influence of top-down and bottom-up mechanisms underlying the 
legitimisation of disability employment practices was a significant finding in the 
current research. If every organisation in Australia was to adopt disability 
employment practices, and provide x number of opportunities at one point in time, 
this would only go a small way to address the problem of the low employment rate 
for people with disability. What is needed is for organisations to not only maintain 
current positions for people with disability, but to sustain ongoing employment 
opportunities. However the number of positions available at any point in time, in 
any organisation, will always be determined by the demands of the technical 
environment.  Although organisations may consider people with disability alongside 
applicants without disability, employment placements for people with disability will 
be determined by the extent to which the person’s skills and abilities align with the 
requirements of the available role.  Hence, the type of impairment and the type of 
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support required by the person with disability within a workplace will often affect the 
extent to which congruence is found between the applicants and the job role. 
The current research has explored disability employment within the Australian 
context at the nexus of organisational, government, and society perspectives. 
Tensions around balancing demands from the institutional and technical 
environments are influenced by the supply-side of disability employment. 
Specifically, Australian Government welfare reforms have determined the supply- 
side of people with disability who are required to find employment. However the 
criteria used to determine such employability is informed by medical professionals as 
opposed to job-market professionals.  Furthermore, the Australian Government adds 
a secondary condition on employability, the number of hours the person with 
disability should work, that compounds the constraints on organisational efficiency 
concerns when considering to recruit a person with disability. Hence the institutional 
environment of disability employment has become a pluralistic space wherein 
government policies, social values, and organisational activities occasionally align. 
This area of research has been identified as an emerging field that requires further 
attention from in order to address the ongoing concern of the low employment rate of 
people with disability in Australia. 
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Appendix A 
 
National Disability Recruitment Coordinator Employer Partners in 2012 
 
 
 
ANZ Luxottica 
Australia Post Manpower 
Brisbane City Council McDonalds   1 
Burswood Entertainment Complex RailCorp 
Charles Darwin University Salmat 
Chevron SkyCity Casino Darwin 
Commonwealth Bank of Australia Sunshine Coast Council 
Curtin University Telstra 
Darwin City Council TNT Express 
Department of Employment University of Newcastle 
Department of Social Services University of the Sunshine Coast 
Fair Work Ombudsman Western Power 
IBM Westpac Banking Corporation 
Life Without Barriers Woolworths Limited 
Source:  Workfocus Australia. Retrieved from http://www.workfocus.com/news/national-disability- 
recruitment-coordinator-employer-partner-update.aspx 
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Appendix B 
RetailCo Diversity Policy 
 
 
1. Vision 
 
 
RetailCo is committed to an inclusive workplace that embraces and promotes diversity. 
We value, respect and leverage the unique contributions of people with 
diverse backgrounds, experiences and perspectives to provide exceptional 
customer service to an equally diverse  community. We recognise that 
team members will assume changing domestic responsibilities throughout 
their careers. 
 
 
2. Objectives 
 
 
 
The Board of Directors will establish diversity-related measurable objectives 
for the Company.  Assessment of these objectives and review of     
progress will be carried out on an annual basis by the People Policy 
Committee, who will report its assessment to the Board of Directors and 
make recommendations as appropriate. Progress against targets will be 
included in the Company’s  annual reports. 
 
RetailCo has a number of objectives in place to continually work towards 
our vision.  These objectives include: 
1. Continue to recognise and celebrate our multicultural diversity 
and grow our workforce to reflect the diversity of the 
Australian population 
2. Continue to incrementally grow the number of women performing senior roles 
3. Continue to create programs that prepare women to take 
on senior roles within the business both in operational and 
specialist support areas 
4. As part of RetailCo ongoing commitment to the reconciliation 
process, continue to assist indigenous Australians to access 
employment opportunities through our business 
5. Provide people with a disability employment opportunities and career 
advancement. 
 
 
3. Principles 
 
 
 
This policy provides a framework for new and existing diversity related 
initiatives and polices within our business. 
We reward and promote our team based on assessment of individual 
performance, capability and  potential. Our business leaders are 
committed to providing opportunities that allow individuals to reach their 
full potential irrespective of individual background or difference. 
 
 
4. Measures and accountabilities 
 
 
 
The CEO and Director of HR will monitor the progress and report to the 
People Policy Committee on the effectiveness of diversity related 
initiatives, including progress against measurable objectives. A steering 
committee will make recommendations on diversity related initiatives, 
monitor and evaluate their implementation and ensure that diversity related 
programs of work are progressing correctly and successfully. 
 
 
Source: RetailCo. (2014). RetailCo Diversity Policy.  Retrieved from 
http://www.retailco.com.au/icms_docs/130467_Diversity_Policy.pdf 
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Appendix C 
RetailCo Code of Conduct 
 
 
Source: RetailCo. (2007). RetailCo Code of Conduct. Retrieved from http://media.corporate- 
ir.net/media_files/irol/14/144044/cg/codeofconduct.pdf 
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Appendix D 
Interview Protocol 
 
Parent Company Interview Questions: 
1.   What position do you currently hold? 
2. How long have you worked with [RetailCo]? (enquire about other positions held in company 
if applicable). Have you held any other positions with the company? 
3. Tell me your understanding about the history of disability employment in 
[RetailCo]. 
4. Tell me more about the decision making process that led to [RetailCo] employing 
people with disability. 
a. Where did the decision originate? (Parent or Business Unit/Store; a 
particular person/position, etc.) 
b. Why do you think the decision to employ people with disability was 
originally made? 
c. What were some of the issues that were discussed that 
assisted/hindered in the decision making process? 
5. How has the message of disability employment been communicated throughout 
the subsidiary companies? 
a. What policies or guidelines do you have in place in [RetailCo]  (the 
Parent Company) regarding disability employment? 
b. How are these policies/guidelines communicated to subsidiary 
organisations?; 
OR – is each subsidiary organisation responsible for their own 
policies and guidelines regarding disability employment? 
c. To what extent would you expect the processes, activities, behaviours 
surrounding disability employment practices to be similar or different 
across the various subsidiary companies and their various sites? 
d. How would you account for these similarities/differences? 
6. Tell me about the benefits you believe are associated with employing people with 
disability. 
a. Would you say that is the opinion shared by other employees in 
[RetailCo] and the subsidiary companies? 
b. Why?  Why not? 
7. Tell me about any issues that you have become aware of that may have arisen as 
a result of employing people with disability. 
a. How have these issues been managed? 
b. What have you learned from these processes that would inform future 
practices relating to disability employment? 
8. Finally, have you ever worked with people with disability, or been involved in 
disability employment previously with your previous employers? 
a. How do the disability employment practices at [RetailCo] differ from 
your previous experiences? 
b. On a scale from 1 to 5, 1 being not effective, to 5 being very effective, 
how would you rate the disability employment practices at 
[RetailCo]? Why? 
Appendices 255 
 
 
BUSINESS UNIT/STORE HEAD OFFICE 
 
Interview Questions: 
1. What position do you currently hold? 
2. How long have you worked with Business Unit/Store? 
3. What role do you play in the disability employment practices of Business 
Unit/Store? 
4. Tell me about the history of disability employment in Business Unit/Store 
and [RetailCo]. 
5. Tell me more about your understanding of the decision making process that 
led to Business Unit/Store employing people with disability. 
a. Where did the decision originate from? (Parent or Business 
Unit/Store; a particular person/position, etc.) 
b. Why do you think the decision to employ people with disability was 
originally made? 
c. What were some of the issues that you are aware of that may have 
assisted/hindered in the decision making process? 
6. How has the message of disability employment been communicated 
throughout Business Unit/Store and the sites? 
a. What policies or guidelines do you have in place in Business 
Unit/Store regarding disability employment? 
b. How are these policies/guidelines communicated to Business 
Unit/Store sites?; OR – is each site responsible for their own policies 
and guidelines regarding disability employment? 
c. To what extent would you expect the processes, activities, behaviours 
surrounding disability employment practices to be similar or different 
across the various subsidiary companies and their various sites? 
d. How would you account for these similarities/differences? 
7. Who is responsible for recruitment in Business Unit/Store? And sites? 
8. Please describe the process of recruitment of people with disability. 
a. How does this vary from other recruitment processes? 
9. What policies or guidelines do you have in place in Business Unit/Store 
regarding the recruitment of people with disability? 
a. How are these policies/guidelines communicated to the various sites? 
b. What are the auditing processes, if any, associated with the 
recruitment process? 
10. Tell me about the performance management processes you have within 
Business Unit/Store? 
a. Who is responsible for conducting and monitoring this process? 
b. From your understanding, how would you compare the process for 
people with disability and those employees without disability? 
11. Tell me about the training activities within Business Unit/Store, both internal 
and external? 
a. Who decides who receives training and what training? 
b. How do you monitor the training activities of staff in the various 
sites? 
c. From your understanding, how would you compare the training 
opportunities and actual training undertaken by people with disability 
and those employees without disability? 
12. Tell me about the internal promotion philosophy of Business Unit/Store? 
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a. From your understanding, how would you compare the promotional 
opportunities and actual promotions received by people with disability 
and those employees without disability? 
13. Tell me about the benefits you believe are associated with employing people 
with disability. 
14. Would you say that is the opinion shared by other employees in Business 
Unit/Store across sites? 
a. Why / Why not. 
15. Tell me about any issues that you have become aware of that may have arisen 
as a result of employing people with disability. 
a. How have these issues been managed? 
b. What have you learned from these processes that would inform future 
practices relating to disability employment? 
16. Finally, have you ever worked with people with disability, or been involved 
in disability employment previously with your previous employers? 
a. How does disability employment in the Business Unit/Store differ 
from your previous experiences? 
b. On a scale from 1 to 5, 1 being not effective, to 5 being very effective, 
how would you rate disability employment in Business Unit/Store? 
Why? 
 
 
BUSINESS UNIT/STORE SITES 
Interview Questions: 
1. What position do you currently hold? 
2. How long have you worked with Business Unit/Store site? 
a. Have you worked at other sites? 
b. Other Business Unit/Store? 
c. What positions? 
3. Tell me about the history of disability employment in Business Unit/Store 
site. 
4. Tell me more about your understanding of the decision making process that 
led to Business Unit/Store employing people with disability. 
a. Where did the decision originate from? (Parent or Business 
Unit/Store; a particular person/position, etc.) 
b. Why do you think the decision to employ people with disability was 
originally made? 
c. What were some of the issues that you are aware of that may have 
assisted/hindered in the decision making process? 
5. How has the message of disability employment been communicated 
throughout Business Unit/Store site? 
a. What policies or guidelines do you have in place in site regarding 
disability employment? 
b. How are these policies/guidelines communicated to staff? 
c. To what extent would you expect the processes, activities, behaviours 
surrounding disability employment practices to be similar or different 
across the various subsidiary companies and their various sites? 
d. How would you account for these similarities/differences? 
6. Who is responsible for recruitment in Business Unit/Store site? 
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7. Please describe your understanding of the process of recruitment of people 
with disability. 
a. How does this vary from other recruitment processes? 
b. What policies or guidelines are you aware of regarding the 
recruitment of people with disability? 
c. How are these communicated to staff? 
8. What happens when a person with disability is employed? 
a. Do they follow the same induction (on-boarding) process as other new 
employees? 
b. Are other staff informed of the person’s disability and any special 
requirements they may need to perform their role, e.g. extra training, 
socialisation etc.? 
9. Please tell me about your personal experiences working with a new employee 
with disability. 
10. To the best of your knowledge, when was the last recruitment of a person 
with a disability? 
a. Is that person still working here? 
b. Do most new employees with disability stay on? 
c. Why have previous employees left? 
11. Tell me about how you receive feedback about your own performance. 
a. Who is responsible for conducting and monitoring this process? 
b. From your understanding, how would you compare the process for 
people with disability and those employees without disability? 
12. Tell me about how training activities are organised in your site, both internal 
and external? 
a. Who decides who receives training and what training? 
b. How do you feel about your opportunities for training? 
c. From your understanding, how would you compare the training 
opportunities and actual training undertaken by people with disability 
and those employees without disability? 
13. Tell me about the internal promotion philosophy of the site. 
a. From your understanding, how would you compare the promotional 
opportunities and actual promotions received by people with disability 
and those employees without disability? 
b. Can you give me an example? 
14. Tell me about the benefits you believe are associated with employing people 
with disability. 
15. Would you say that is the opinion shared by other employees in Business 
Unit/Store site? 
a. Why?  Why not? 
16. Tell me about any issues that you have become aware of that may have arisen 
as a result of employing people with disability. 
17. Finally, have you ever worked with people with disability, or been involved 
in disability employment previously with your previous employers? 
a. How does disability employment in the site differ from your previous 
experiences? 
b. On a scale from 1 to 5, 1 being not effective, to 5 being very effective, 
how would you rate disability employment in Business Unit/Store 
site? Why? 
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Appendix G 
 
Transcriber Privacy and Confidentiality Agreement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TRANSCRIBER AGREEMENT FOR QUT 
RESEARCH PROJECT 
Disability Employment Practices in the Australian Retail Sector 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1400000211 
 
 RESEARCH TEAM CONTACTS   
 
Professor Paula McDonald Associate Professor Jennifer 
Bartlett 
3138 5318 3138 1237 
p.mcdonald@qut.edu.au j.bartlett@qut.edu.au 
Katherine Moore 
3138 4077 
k3.moore@qut.edu.au 
 
 THE AGREEMENT   
As this research involves questioning individuals about other employees’ conditions 
of work, behaviours and other organisational factors that may give rise to 
confidential and sensitive information, I, the Principal Researcher in this project, 
require you to sign this transcriber confidentiality agreement. 
As the transcriber for this project you must: 
 Keep all information related to this project secret and confidential. 
 Not disclose to any person or make known in any manner any part of the 
project’s information. 
 Keep  the  project’s  information  in  a  secure  place  so  as  to  ensure  that 
unauthorised persons do not have access to it. 
 
 SIGNATURES   
This Agreement shall be effective when signed and dated by all parties. 
 
 
Transcriber Name     
Signature      
Date      
Witness Name     
Signature      
Date      
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Appendix H 
Interviewee Codes 
 
Category/level/store Code Position of interviewee 
Parent Company 
 DM Diversity Manager 
 HRSS Human Resources Shared Services 
Representative 
 HHR1 Hardware Business Unit Human Resource 
Representative 
 HHR2 Hardware Business Unit Human Resource 
Representative 
 HHR3 Hardware Business Unit Human Resource 
Representative 
Supermarket Business Unit 
Store 1 S1MAN Store Manager 
 S1S1 Floor Staff Member 
 S1S2 Floor Staff Member 
 S1S3 Floor Staff Member 
Store 2 S2MAN Store Manager 
 S2S1 Floor Staff Member 
 S2S2 Floor Staff Member 
 S2S3 Floor Staff Member 
Store 3 S3MAN Store Manager 
 S3S1 Floor Staff Member 
 S3S2 Floor Staff Member 
 S3S3 Floor Staff Member 
Hardware Business Unit 
Store 1 H1MAN Store Manager 
 H1S1 Floor Staff Member 
 H1S2 Floor Staff Member 
 H1S3 Floor Staff Member 
 H1S4 Floor Staff Member 
 H1S5 Floor Staff Member 
Store 2 H2MAN Store Manager 
 H2S1 Floor Staff Member 
 H2S2 Floor Staff Member 
 H2S3 Floor Staff Member 
 H2S4 Floor Staff Member 
Store 3 H3MAN Store Manager 
 H3S1 Floor Staff Member 
 H3S2 Floor Staff Member 
 H3S3 Floor Staff Member 
 H3S4 Floor Staff Member 
NDRC NDRC1 NDRC Manager 
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